Living landscapes: guidelines for planning, design, and management by Johnson, Marcus Andrew
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations 
1-1-2004 
Living landscapes: guidelines for planning, design, and 
management 
Marcus Andrew Johnson 
Iowa State University 
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd 
Recommended Citation 
Johnson, Marcus Andrew, "Living landscapes: guidelines for planning, design, and management" (2004). 
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 20636. 
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/20636 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and 
Dissertations at Iowa State University Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses 
and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University Digital Repository. For more information, 
please contact digirep@iastate.edu. 
Living landscapes: guidelines for planning, design, and management 
by 
Marcus Andrew Johnson 
A thesis submitted to the graduate faculty 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 
MASTER ~F LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 
Major: Landscape Architecture 
Program of Study Committee: 
Gary L. Hightshoe, Major Professor 
James R. Miller 
Heidi Asbjornsen 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
2004 
Copyright ©Marcus Andrew Johnson, 2004. All rights reserved. 
11 
Graduate College 
Iowa State University 
This is to certify that the master's thesis of 
Marcus Andrew Johnson 
has met the thesis requirements of Iowa State University 
Signatures have been redacted for privacy 
111 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
LIST OF TABLES vi 
ACI~1vO~VLEDGEMENTS vii 
ABSTRACT ix 
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 1 
Background of the Problem 1 
Problem Statement 4 
Objectives 5 
Hypotheses 6 
Delimitations 6 
Assumptions 7 
Significance of the Study 8 
Organization of the Thesis 9 
CHAPTER 2. Lirl'ERATL:TRE REVIEW 11 
Importance of This Research Study 11 
Cultural Ties to the Natural World 12 
Difficulties of Restoration and Sustainability 17 
Propositions 20 
Need to Define Specific Goals and Principles 24 
Established Goals and Principles 25 
Steps to Take 31 
CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 34 
Background 34 
The Sample and Sampling Procedure 35 
Initial Questionnaire Development — "Living Landscapes Survey" 36 
Workshop Development — "Living Landscapes Workshop" 38 
Secondary Questionnaire Development — "Living Landscapes Follow-up 
Survey: Exemplar Midwest Places" 42 
"Living Landscapes Survey" Distribution/Return 43 
"Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey: Exemplar Midwest Places" 
Di stributi onlReturn 44 
C ER 4. MAJOR F~ INDINGS A►ND DISCUSSION 46 
Background 46 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Survey" 46 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Workshop" -- Living Landscape 
Characteristics 51 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Workshop" —Living Landscape 
Land Use Situations 52 
1V 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Workshop" -- Living Landscape 
Goals and Guiding Principles 54 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Workshop" —Living Landscape 
Places and Projects 55 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey" 55 
Discussion 57 
CHAPTER 5. BENEFITS OF THE RESEARCH, LIMITATIONS, 
OBSERVATIONS, RECOI~ZMENDATIONS FOR FUTI;TRE 
RESEARCH, AND SL;T~~/Il~/IARY 66 
Introduction 66 
Benefits of the Research 67 
Limitations 68 
Observations 70 
Recommendations for Future Research 71 
Summary 72 
APPENDIX A. LIVING LANDSCAPES SURVEY COVER LETTER, 
BACKGROUND, CONTACT INFORMATION, AND SURVEY 
INSTRUMCENT 74 
Living Landscapes Survey Cover Letter 75 
Living Landscapes Workshop Background 76 
Workshop and Contact Information 77 
Living Landscapes Survey Instrument 78 
APPENDIX B. LIVING LANDSCAPES WORKSHOP OLJTLIl~TE, HANDOUTS, 
AND WORKSHOP EVALUATION 83 
Workshop Outline 84 
Handout Materials 85 
Workshop Evaluation 89 
APPENDIX C. LIVING LANDSCAPES FOLLOW-UP SURVEY COVER 
LE'1"1,ER AND SURVEY INSTRLr11/IENT 90 
Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey Cover Letter 91 
Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey: Exemplar Midwest Places 92 
APPENDIX D. LIVING LANDSCAPES SURVEY RESULTS 94 
Demographic Questions —Practice Background 95 
Demographic Questions —Sense of Place 99 
Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes — Part A —Living Landscape 
Characteristics 103 
Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes — Part B —Potential for Living 
Landscapes 111 
In-depth look at "Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes — Part A —
Living Landscape Characteristics" —Sorting by Professional Group 113 
V 
In-depth look at "Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes — Part A —
Living Landscape Characteristics" —Sorting by Overall Total Means 115 
In-depth look at "Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes — Part B —
Potential for Living Landscapes" —sorting by professional group 117 
APPENDIX E. LIVING LANDSCAPES WORKSHOP COMPILED NOTES 120 
First Discussion —Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes 121 
Second Discussion —Group Discussion of Living Landscapes 123 
Third Discussion —Living Landscape Goals &Guiding Principles 127 
APPENDIX F. LIVING LANDSCAPES FOLLOW-UP SURVEY RESULTS 129 
Great Midwest American Cities 130 
Great Midwest Rural Communities 132 
Great Midwest Site Scale Projects 134 
Organization Site Scale Projects 136 
LITERATCTRE CITED 137 
V1 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 3-1: "Living Landscapes Survey" Response Rates 
Table 3-2: "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey" Response Rates 45 
V11 
LIST OF FIGI:IRES 
Figure 4-1: Education Levels of "Living Landscape Survey" Respondents 
Figure 4-2: "Living Landscape" Characteristic Term Average Ratings 
47 
50 
V111 
ACI~:NOWLEDGEMENTS 
I would like to extend my sincere thanks and gratitude to the following individuals for 
assisting me in the development and achievement of this thesis project. Their guidance, 
support, expertise, and time that they have offered has greatly improved what I have been 
able to accomplish. 
I extend my thanks to my major professor, Gary Hightshoe, for his encouragement 
and reinforcement along the way. His knowledge has provided me with a strong foundation 
upon which this thesis is built. His constructive criticism and influences were of great 
benefit in developing my own thoughts and ideas throughout the progression of my thesis 
project. 
I would also like to thank my committee members, Dr. James R. Miller and Dr. Heidi 
Asbjornsen. Their insight during the early stages of my thesis development is greatly 
appreciated. Their ideas have helped me to challenge my own perceptions of what the field 
of landscape architecture can do to improve landscape systems. 
Special thanks to the Department of Landscape Architecture faculty and staff for a 
valuable educational experience over the past few years. Especially to Paul Anderson, who 
was willing to help clarify many of the finer points of graduate work, and thesis projects in 
general. 
Many thanks to my friends and fellow students. It's always intrigued me to watch 
everyone around grow and develop their own skills and expertise. It's been interesting 
spending these years at Iowa State as we've all learned together. 
ix 
Special thanks also to Bryan Wright and Emma Zahradnik for their help in 
conducting my research workshop. Their assistance in taking notes and making sure that 
everything ran smoothly is greatly appreciated. 
Last, but certainly not least, I' d like to extend my most sincere thanks and 
appreciation to my family. My parents, Steve and Kathy Johnson, have been there to provide 
support whenever I've asked for it. Along with the rest of my family, they have always been 
understanding and provided the best for me whenever they can. 
x 
ABSTRACT 
Landscape restoration efforts deal with cultural (strongly human-influenced) as well 
as natural (less-strongly human-influenced) landscape systems. These landscape restoration 
efforts attempt to provide positive interactions for human and non-human components of the 
landscape system while averting as many negative interactions as possible. 
This research study was conducted in order to meet three objectives. The first was to 
establish a working definition for "Living Landscapes" as an ideal combination of cultural 
and natural landscape systems. The second was to develop a set of goals and guiding 
principles for assisting landscape restorationists in creating and conserving "Living 
Landscapes." The third was to produce a listing and description of landscape places and 
projects that provide examples of the "Living Landscape" ideal. This work was developed 
by landscape professionals through theoretical discussion for use by landscape professionals 
in practical application. 
The theoretical discussion gathered input from landscape professionals working in 
landscape planning and design, landscape management and maintenance, and landscape 
education and academic research. The data was gathered using three research tools. An 
initial survey collected background data as well as opinions of characteristic terms used to 
define "Living Landscapes." An interactive workshop invited landscape professionals to 
further develop "Living Landscape" characteristics. The workshop also developed a set of 
goals and guiding principles that would work to create and conserve landscape systems 
according to the "Living Landscape" ideal. Finally, a second survey asked landscape 
professionals to list and describe landscape places and projects that promote the example of 
"Living Landscapes" through practical application. 
X1 
The results of both surveys, as well as the participation in the workshop, show that 
there is a great deal of interest among landscape professionals to improve the state of 
landscape systems. Without this continued interest, "Living Landscapes" are not likely to 
proliferate across the Midwest, in the United States, or anywhere else in the world. 
Landscape professionals seem to be willing to collaborate in landscape planning, design, 
management, and maintenance efforts, but need a basis to strengthen their work. This 
collection of reference information serves as a guide to the professional community to aid 
them in this work. 
1 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Problem 
The landscape is our interaction between the sky above and the earth below. It is the 
intermingling of the blithe, ethereal wisps of our imagination and the dense materiality that 
grounds our dreams. The landscape is the playing surface upon which we all interact. The 
landscape is made up of untold millions of components, both human and non-human. These 
components variously interact to form elaborate overlapping systems of life on earth. 
Through the millennia that humans have lived upon this earth, many have 
contemplated the role that we play in the interaction of Earth's life systems. Many have 
wondered if human "culture" can be separated from non-human "nature." Many cultures 
have come together, debated, and divided over issues pertaining to this culture-nature 
discussion. 
Furthering this discussion is as relevant now as it has been throughout time. We must 
decide what role humans will play. It is imperative that we recognize the impacts that our 
actions hold on the living systems that we are a part of as well as the delicate systems that 
overlap these systems and the non-human components of these systems. As a global society 
we need to develop an action plan in order to maintain these delicate relationships between 
human culture and non-human nature. It is also important to recognize that there are non-
human components of culture and human components of nature. 
Within her Masters thesis, "Making stewardship visible on the land: A study of 
churches in Iowa and the upper Midwest and their land use," Dinah Kerksieck points out the 
admonitions of Lynn White, Jr. and Ian McHarg with regards to the Judeo-Christian 
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philosophies of humans' dominion over the earth. With a biblical proclamation to "Multiply 
and Subdue the Earth" (McHarg's 1969 film title) humans adhering to Judeo-Christian 
beliefs have led to the destruction of many fragile living systems around the globe (Kerksieck 
1995, p.7). 
Even before these noted authors were published, Aldo Leopold had proposed the need 
fora "Land Ethic." In his essay "The Upshot" he wrote, "It is inconceivable to me that an 
ethical relation to the land can exist without love, respect, and admiration for the land, and a 
high regard for its value. By value, I of course mean something far broader than mere 
economic value; I mean value in the philosophical sense" (Leopold 1949, p. 223). Leopold's 
proposed land ethic is a social framework for improved educational and economic systems. 
This framework would include comprehension of ecological systems as taught through the 
educational system. It would also include ethical and aesthetic criteria as the basis for 
decisions within the economic system (i.e. not just what is economically feasible, but what 
decisions are best for the ethical and aesthetic outcomes as well) (Leopold 1949). 
The 1960's were a time of much debate on cultural and natural issues. These political 
and environmental discussions were fed by the likes of Rachel Carson and her book Silent 
Spring. Carson's work pointed out many of the unforeseen (and heretofore widely 
unnoticed) effects of humans' industrial applications, particularly pesticides, to the 
landscape. She noted the impacts not just to non-human organisms, but to humans as well. 
The impacts of human industrialization have affected an extremely wide variety of the 
earth's landscapes, often with detrimental effects (Carson 1962). 
New developments were indeed taking place within the interactions of humans both 
culturally, amongst themselves, and naturally, as humans related to non-humans in the world 
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around them. The 1960's were bringing new developments to how we, as a human society, 
thought about the world around us. Derrick Jensen, in his book Listening to the Land, 
interviews individuals that have helped to develop these thought processes over the past four 
decades. In the past, humans had reasoned that there was a dualism in which humans were 
separate from nature. However, as ecologist and author Neil Evernden points out in his 
interview with Derrick Jensen, "The dualism is fragile because we've put our faith in reason, 
and then this reason has studied humans and found that they are not different; reason 
legitimated the establishment of the dualism, and then reason went and outreasoned the 
dualism, so to speak" (Jensen 2002, p. 118). As author Frederick Turner points out in his 
interview with Jensen, "All of us, though, do have some kind of species knowledge of what it 
once meant to be so connected. This knowledge is in our archaic brain stem and can never 
be expunged. It can be covered over, and is covered over, with layers and layers of cultural 
applique, and maybe with the development of the cerebral cortex, but it can never be erased. 
Wherever we come in contact with the natural world, it is awakened" (Jensen 2002, p. 169). 
The professional development within the fields of landscape planning, design, 
management, and maintenance have also helped to improve the cultural and natural 
relationships between humans as well as with our non-human counterparts. The ways in 
which we are able to interact within our landscapes have greatly improved, and continue to 
improve. However, there is a need to continue to carry this improvement forward. 
Landscape professionals cannot just sit idly by and wait for their clients to request 
improvement. Landscape professionals must strive for continued improvement in both 
cultural and natural interactions within the landscapes they plan, design, manage, and 
maintain. 
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"Living Landscapes" are a means of improving cultural and natural interactions 
within the landscape. They are a means of bringing people together with each other in the 
landscape as well as bringing humans together with non-humans as the entire global 
community examines the delicate ecological balances maintained upon our earthly home. It 
is not enough to build landscapes that consider only human desires. The needs of the many 
non-human components of Earth's ecosystems must also be considered. However, by the 
same token, it must be appreciated that humans have become intermingled with almost every 
system upon this earth as well. Many cultures, both present and historic, have deep ties to 
systems that may consist largely of non-human components. These landscapes must also be 
accepted for their ecological integrity as well as their cultural values. 
Problem Statement 
This research has been conducted in order to improve the processes used within the 
practices of landscape planning, design, management, and maintenance. Improvement to 
these practices would include a broad understanding of the interactive potential between 
cultural and natural landscapes. However, a broad understanding is not enough. Further 
improvements to these practices must be made by developing, and setting into practical 
application, a set of guiding principles that outline the means of carrying out this broad 
understanding of interactive potential. This study set out to define a new ideal, defined as a 
"Living Landscape," as a means of establishing a decipherable framework from which to 
improve these processes. 
In order to do so, it is necessary to discuss this ideal with professionals that are 
currently practicing landscape planning, design, management, and maintenance processes 
within the industry. Practicing members from public, private, and academic sectors all hold 
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valuable knowledge and expertise pertaining to landscape systems. This knowledge and 
expertise can be drawn together in open discussion and analyzed in order to present likely 
improvements to both the cultural and natural aspects of "Living Landscapes." 
From the analysis and assessment of this discussion it is then possible to develop 
goals and guiding principles upon which to base future work. These goals and guiding 
principles can be used by all landscape planners, designers, managers, and maintenance 
practitioners in order to improve their respective landscape systems. The interdisciplinary 
dialogue used will provide a more well-rounded expression of the goals and principles as 
they are expressed through practice. 
Ob1ectives 
The first objective. The first objective is to establish a working definition for the term 
"Living Landscape." It is necessary to come to an understanding of the terminology before 
any sort of open, dynamic discussion can begin. 
The second objective. The second objective is to discuss opportunities and 
limitations for living landscapes within existing land use situations. It is necessary to come 
to an understanding of how living landscapes will work under current conditions. 
The third objective. The third objective is to establish a working set of goals and 
guiding principles to work towards in creating and conserving living landscapes. It is 
necessary that there is an established agenda for the improvements of landscape systems. 
The fourth objective. The fourth objective is to discuss currently existing places and 
projects that can be referenced as examples of the established living landscape goals and 
guiding principles. It is necessary that landscape professionals have a basis of what is 
considered ideal from which to work. 
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Hypotheses 
The first hypothesis. The first hypothesis is that a working definition of the term 
"Living Landscape," developed through interdisciplinary discussion with landscape 
professionals, will contain aspects of sustainability, biological diversity, cultural integrity, 
and interaction between human and non-human components of landscape systems. 
The second hypothesis. The second hypothesis is that a working set of goals and 
guiding principles for creating and conserving living landscape systems, developed through 
interdisciplinary discussion with landscape professionals, will contain aspects of increased 
public involvement, as well as education of the public in order to make this involvement 
richer and more rewarding. 
The third hypothesis. The third hypothesis is that a listing of places and projects that 
exemplify living landscape goals and guiding principles, developed through discussion with 
landscape professionals, will be found to exist in parks and communities throughout the 
Midwest. These places will likely include Chicago, Illinois; Minneapolis, Minnesota; and 
the Mississippi River Valley. 
Delimitations 
This study is limited to only landscape professionals that are located, or have worked 
on projects, within the upper Midwest. 
This study is limited to only landscape professionals and landscape organizations that 
were generally known by, or recommended to, the author. 
This study is limited to a fairly small sample size. 
Assumptions_ 
The first assumption. The first assumption is that there is a need for a new ideal 
within landscape planning, design, management, and maintenance work. 
The second assumption. The second assumption is that this new ideal needs to 
acknowledge and appreciate the benefits obtained from cultural and natural landscape 
systems as well as the opportunities associated with combining cultural and natural 
landscapes. 
The third assumption. The third assumption is that it would be beneficial for this 
ideal to hold to interdisciplinary premises as they relate to the interconnected processes of 
landscape planning, design, management, and maintenance. 
The fourth assumption. The fourth assumption is that landscape professionals will be 
willing to provide their time and expertise in order to improve landscape planning, design, 
management, and maintenance goals and guiding principles. 
The fifth assumption. The fifth assumption is that improved goals and guiding 
principles will be respected and utilized by landscape professionals as they continue to 
practice within the landscape industry. 
The sixth assumption. The sixth assumption is that developments made to landscape 
planning, design, management, and maintenance processes by landscape professionals will 
actually improve landscape systems for the entire global community, including both human 
and non-human components. 
The seventh assumption. The seventh assumption is that each subgroup within the 
landscape industry (i.e. landscape planners and designers, landscape managers, and academic 
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researchers) holds expertise in different areas pertaining to the improvement of landscape 
systems. 
The eighth assumption. The eighth assumption is that an open discussion involving 
the various subgroups within the landscape industry will convey more well-rounded results 
than could be ascertained by discussion with any of the groups individually. 
The ninth assumption. The ninth assumption is that the recommendations and 
suggestions made by the landscape professionals involved within this study will be pertinent 
to landscape systems within the upper Midwest, if not more general regions of the globe as 
well. 
Significance of the Study 
Although literature exists pertaining to the improvement of cultural and natural 
landscape systems individually, very little information actually exists for the improvement of 
combined cultural and natural landscape systems. Books such as Rachel Kaplan's With 
People in Mind explain the social and cultural needs for landscape systems while Stephen 
Packard's The Tallgrass Restoration ~Iandbook, Wenche E. Dramstad's Landscape Ecology 
Principles in Landscape Architecture and Land-Use Planning, or Leslie Jones Sauer's The 
Once and Future Forest explain the ecological and natural needs for other landscape 
systems. However, literature on the means of improvement for landscape systems combining 
human and non-human uses is fairly limited. 
In order to identify the solution to a problem, it is important to go straight to the 
source. By consulting landscape professionals that participate on projects that deal with both 
cultural and natural Landscape issues, advice can be gathered- for a practical solution used to 
improve landscape systems as a whole. In order to establish an ideal combination of cultural 
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and natural components it is necessary to establish, and define, a term that encompasses the 
broad scope of issues being dealt with. Steps must also be taken in order to set a framework 
with which to achieve this ideal. This work would be most significant if it had the expressed 
opinions and advice of those individuals that would implement the given framework to bring 
about the established ideal landscape. By establishing this ideal and framework for execution 
for landscapes within the upper Midwest, the groundwork is laid for improved landscape 
systems in other regions of the globe. 
Organization of the Thesis 
This thesis is divided into six parts; five chapters and a final portion containing 
"Literature Cited" and "Appendices." Chapter 1 is an introductory chapter including a 
background of the problem, a problem statement, subproblems, hypotheses, delimitations, 
assumptions, significance of the study, and organization of the thesis. Chapter 2 is a 
literature review relating the various reference information pertinent to the study. Chapter 3 
presents the methodology of the study, including the procedures and methods used to develop 
the "Living Landscapes Survey," "Living Landscapes Workshop," and "Living Landscapes 
Follow-up Survey." Chapter 4 provides a summary of the major findings and discussion of 
the research survey questionnaires and workshop. Chapter S is a conclusion chapter that 
includes a review of the benefits of the research, limitations of the study, observations, 
recommendations for future research, and a summary of the research. The final portion of 
the thesis write-up contains a bibliographic listing of literature cited in the report as well as 
various appendices. The appendices include the distributed "Living Landscapes Survey," 
hand-outs and notes from the "Living Landscapes Workshop," the distributed "Living 
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Landscapes Follow-up Survey," and tabulated data recorded from the "Living Landscapes 
Survey" and "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey." 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATt;fRE REVIEW 
Importance of This Research Study 
For this study, the term "Living Landscape" has been used throughout as a 
designation of a landscape that represents the beneficial characteristics of both "cultural" (or 
strongly human-influenced) and "natural" (or less-strongly human-influenced) landscapes. 
The subjectivity involved with both terms has made it even more difficult to define the term 
"Living Landscape." For this reason, this study was developed to identify cultural ties to the 
natural world, and vice versa. Once some of these ties are determined, this study seeks to 
overcome the difficulties of sustainability and restoration in order to establish propositions 
and to define specific goals and principles that could be accomplished in order to conserve 
and/or create living landscape systems. 
For preliminary purposes, the term "Living Landscape" can be defined as a landscape 
that engages human interaction with the non-human components of the surrounding 
ecosystem, while minimizing degradation to the system. Humans interact with the landscape 
as active members of the ecological community. This regular interaction would be beneficial 
to human and non-human components of the ecosystem. The "life" of a living landscape is 
drawn forth through the relationships developed between humans and the world that we all 
live within. Human participation within the life cycles of the non-human community, and 
vice versa, provides for an avenue for increased appreciation of the ecosystem. This 
definition is further developed within this research as the collected data is analyzed. 
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Cultural Ties to the Natural World 
Throughout the millennia that humans have dwelt upon this earth they have held 
many different viewpoints on the interaction between human culture and the non-human 
environment that surrounds them. These differing world views have led to incredibly 
different patterns of development and interaction between human and non-human 
components of the landscape. Some of these developments and interactions have been more 
harmonious while others have been more discordant. Bits and pieces of these world views 
have worked their way into the present age and the way that we think about and interact with 
the earth. 
For instance, the ancient Greeks believed that there were five stages of history, which 
were cyclical and described as the Golden Age, the Silver Age, the Brass Age, the Heroic 
Age, and the Iron Age. Each age was considered to be a successive degradation from the 
previous age. Therefore, the Greeks attempted to maintain a preservation approach that 
would limit the amount of change (or degradation) that would be passed down from 
generation to generation (Rifkin 1980). 
The medieval Christian world view was also one of decay and degradation of the 
world from a divine, perfect state. However, the idea of passing on this decaying legacy to 
future generations (as the Greeks were trying to avoid) was not a concern. The Christian life 
was only concerned with seeking salvation. To this end, all of humanity was seen as a divine 
creation that was given the obligation to carry out the will of God upon the earth (Rifkin 
1980). 
The world views of the ancient Greeks and medieval Christians were very different 
from the modern world view of the industrial age. Over the past few hundred years it has 
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been widely held that history is a continual improvement on ages past. The machines that 
humans create are used to "make the world a better place" than it was before. As opposed to 
the ancient Greek and medieval Christian views, today's modern world view pushes us to 
"stride boldly forward" in order to see where tomorrow's achievements will lead us (Rifkin 
1980}. 
However, these have been only a few of the views held by a wide majority of human 
society. Within this society there have been dissenters, those who believe that the world may 
be different than it is perceived by most people. These philosophers and truth-seekers have 
not limited themselves to going with the flow. They have been willing to debate theories and 
push for a different view of life and the ways in which we should live it. 
One of these truth-seekers was Henry David Thoreau. His view was very different 
from the industrialist attitudes that were becoming prevalent in the northeastern United States 
during the nineteenth century. He did not see industrialization as progress. In direct 
opposition to this industrialization his essay "The Value of Wildness" states, "In Wilderness 
is the preservation of the world" (Thoreau 1851, p. 38). He held great value in tracts of land 
that were neither cultivated by the farmer nor cleared for industrial progress. Thoreau 
preferred a sublime environment that transcended the popular conceptions that nature needed 
to be improved upon. "The most alive is the wildest" (Thoreau 1851, p. 39). The world view 
that Thoreau promoted was one that would allow for portions of the earth to be left apart 
from human domination through cultivation and industrialization (Thoreau 1851). 
Another of these truth-seekers was George Perkins Marsh. Marsh was a proponent 
for careful conservation and management of natural resources. In his essay "Human 
Responsibility for the Land" he argues that "Man has too long forgotten that the earth was 
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g iven to him for usufruct alone, not for consumption, still less for profligate waste" (Marsh 
1864, p. 41). Marsh's world view considers the value of the earth's non-human constituents. 
"Let us restore this one element of material life to its normal proportions, and devise means 
for maintaining the performance of its relations to the fields, the meadows, and the pastures, 
to the rain and the dews of heaven, to the springs and rivulets with which it waters the earth" 
(Marsh 1864, p. 44). He believed that humans could strike a balance between the needs and 
desires of cultural society and the natural resources which serve to maintain those needs and 
desires (Marsh 1864). 
Today's modern world view often holds the realm of humans separate from the realm 
of non-humans. Because of this separation, the terms "cultural" (that which is strongly 
human-influenced) and "natural" (that which is less-strongly human-influenced) are set at 
odds against each other. The natural influences within cultural contexts, as well as cultural 
influences within natural contexts, often seem to be overlooked by today's modern world 
view. However, many believe that these influences should be reexamined, and often even 
amplified, in order to gain a larger recognition within today's society. 
In his essay "The Wilderness Effect and Ecopsychology," Robert Greenway relates 
the apparent benefits of a wilderness retreat to the psychological health of many individuals. 
He sees ecopsychology as a marriage of the fields of ecology and psychology that is able to 
help understand, if not heal, the human-nature relationship. 
"It is said that without intimacy with nature, humans become mad. It is also said that our 
culture is pathogenic with regard to natural processes. Thus, it seems healthy to attempt to 
retreat from `culture' and embrace `natural processes' in their fullest and most pristine forms" 
(Greenway 1995, p. 127). 
Greenway sees wilderness retreats, and the study of ecopsychology, as a means for 
awakening today's modern world view to the fact that humans cannot control nature. His 
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hopes are that through awareness of natural processes today's modern culture will be able to 
rehabilitate wilderness in addition to the healing processes of the human psyche (Greenway 
1995). 
Thomas Bender points out similar benefits in his article, "Making Places Sacred." He 
contends that places are improved by the reverence offered to them. The sacredness of a 
place may be imparted due to certain physical characteristics (such as natural formations of 
stone or water), absence of human occupation or disturbance, inspiring structural design, 
limitations and boundaries, important historic context, or even special electromagnetic 
conditions. Bender maintains that sacredness should not just be reserved for certain far-off 
pilgrimage hubs, but should be incorporated into our homes and everyday life (Bender 1991). 
"We reflect in our building the harmony we see in our universe. Doing so, we strengthen our 
confidence in sensing the underlying power and nature of the universe, and our ability to fit 
within its flow and marshal it to our needs" (Bender 1991, p. 324). 
When interviewed by James A. Swan, Landscape Architect Lawrence Halprin 
expressed his belief that it is extremely important for "magic" to be included within 
professional work, which seems to be similar to the sacredness expressed by Becker. 
It's true that most design training doesn't talk a great deal about magic, poetry or the effect of 
places on people. It focuses on design and how you put the pieces together, special 
relationships and all that, but it leaves out a lot of [magical creativity]. This is true of a lot of 
professions, like medicine and engineering, as well as design. They teach you the tools and 
don't try to get at the magic, which is what I consider to be the essence of it" (Swan 1991, 
p. 306). 
Halprin's point is that there is great importance in not just putting pieces together into a 
working framework, but to actually value the processes (both cultural and natural) that 
create, and continue to work within, the end result. When dealing with people's surrounding 
environments, Halprin points out that it is important to consider more than just the monetary 
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costs and labor involved. He mentions his development of the "RSVP Process" as a method 
of being able to weigh all the considerations (not just money and labor) in order to bring 
forth a humane design solution (Swan 1991). Halprin developed the "RSVP Process" in his 
earlier book, The RSVP Cycles: Creative Processes in the Human Environment (Halprin 
1969). 
A similar means of bringing possible "sacredness" or "magic" to a place is presented 
by Michael Pollan in his book, Second Nature: A Gardener's Education. His thoughts on 
dealing with nature are presented as "an ethic that would be based not on the idea of 
wilderness but on the idea of a garden" (Pollan 1991, p. 179). He outlines ten points of his 
ethic in which humans, as "wilderness gardeners," would recognize their own powers as well 
as the powers of nature. His ethic notes the inclusion of humans within nature. However, 
Pollan's ethic also notes the need for humans to control, cultivate, or otherwise "garden" 
some wilderness in order to survive. Similarly, Pollan notes that his ethic would need to be 
tailored to suit the specific goals and needs of the local wilderness in question. By 
recognizing human inclusion within nature, Pollan's gardener is able to successfully 
implement cultural and natural processes in order to achieve results (Pollan 1991). 
Today's modern world view seems to have strained the human-nature relationship. 
The viewpoints of Henry David Thoreau and George Perkins Marsh, in some ways, reflect 
the thoughts and opinions of the ancient Greeks and medieval Christians. Overall, many still 
seem to hold that the human-nature relationship can be improved upon. Pollan's view of 
wilderness as a garden is a reminder that humans do indeed interact with their surrounding 
environment. Perhaps by improving and increasing these interactions, through 
implementation of thoughts such as Halprin's concept of interactive design "magic" or 
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Bender's binding to sacred places, the human-nature relationship can be similarly improved. 
It is hoped that improving the ways and means by which humans and non-humans interact 
within nature will be beneficial to the human psyche as well, as Greenway suggests. 
But where can such an interaction begin to take place? In his book Grassland: The 
History, Biology, Politics, and Promise of the American Prairie, Richard Manning expresses 
his tie to the grasslands of the western United States. However, the grasslands of the west 
transition to the forests of the east through the Midwestern savanna. Perhaps this transitional 
landscape region will be able to serve as an example for a transition of today's modern world 
view in addition to its transition between ecologically defined terrestrial biomes. 
Difficulties of Restoration and Sustainability 
Humans have always been involved in the manipulation of their environment, as have 
most other species on the planet. This alteration has had varying degrees of effect in the past. 
However, today, humans affect their environment on a much wider local, regional, and even 
global scale; and at a much faster rate. Steps need to be taken in order to recognize, and 
confront, these changes soon (Throop 1992). 
Ecological restoration is one means of recognizing and confronting these changes. 
However, restoration means different things to different people; even people fighting for the 
same cause. In Environmental Restoration: Ethics, Theory, and Practice, editor William 
Throop recognizes the extreme difficulties presented by establishing a set type of restoration 
as ideal. Some restoration projects restore ecosystem processes while others focus on 
restoring the ecosystem structure. Throop points out that it is incredibly difficult to agree on 
who and what (both human and non-human) should be involved with and included within a 
valuable ecological restoration project (Throop 1992). 
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Even after the recognition that humans and nature are intrinsically linked, there are 
still many steps to take in order to improve the human-nature relationship. Susan Power 
Bratton, in her article "Alternative Models of Ecosystem Restoration," notes some of the 
steps that restoration has taken as well-minded individuals have sought to improve the 
relationship between humans and nature. She notes that changes have taken place in thinking 
about restoration ever since farmers began to allow acreages to succeed into forest for 
increased fertility. Her contention is that more changes need to be made in how 
restorationists think about nature. Her proposal is to include areas of high productivity and 
high biodiversity, which are properly managed by humans, within the vision for what may be 
considered a valuable ecosystem restoration (Bratton 1992). 
However, opening up a new view of how restoration might work involves opening up 
a completely new argument. Once it can be accepted that valuable ecosystem restoration 
projects can include considerable human involvement it still must be decided how much is 
enough. Or how much is too much? What are the boundaries and limitations? Where and 
how will these boundaries and limitations be established, and how will they be maintained? 
These are all questions that must be resolved and justified in order to bring valuable large-
scale ecological restoration into general practice and use. 
These questions need to be asked and answered. In fact, these questions need to be 
asked and answered right away. Many have been asking these questions. In fact, in his 
recent book Nature by Design, Eric Higgs devotes ari entire chapter to the question "What is 
Ecological Restoration?" He points out the difficulties that have been expressed regarding 
the definitions of such ambiguous terms as "restoration" and "environmental" and "organic 
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farming." Higgs (2003, pp. 95-96) suggests that defining restoration terms clearly is 
important for the following three reasons: 
1. Words shape worlds, and attentiveness is necessary to comprehend 
how we use language to describe theory and practice 
2. In highlighting the variety of definitions of restoration and the 
controversies surrounding their use, it is easier to show just how 
malleable the field is 
3. Inclusive definitions...allow as many kinds of projects as possible 
to thrive 
Furthermore, Higgs argues, it is important that "ecological restoration is defined in a way 
that simultaneously honors ecological integrity and historical fidelity, excludes practices that 
undermine these core ideals, and enlarges the prospect of people living respectfully in and 
around restored places" (Higgs 2003, p. 130). 
However, the difficulties don't end in just acknowledging a given definition for 
acceptable restoration. The problems extend into actually bringing the acknowledged and 
accepted definitions into practical applications. Perhaps the largest hurdles in this regard are 
bureaucratic procedures and interagency cooperation. Craig W. Thomas, in his book 
Bureaucratic Landscapes: Interagency Cooperation and the Preservation of Biodiversity, 
illustrates many of the difficulties of understanding, analyzing, and acting upon 
environmental issues in a bureaucratic atmosphere. Many of these difficulties lie in the fact 
that "in practice, setting aside habitat means smaller housing developments, fewer roads, 
changes in logging, ranching, and farming practices, and numerous other trade-offs" 
(Thomas 2003, p. 6). These trade-offs become the breaking point for many projects. Smaller 
housing developments means fewer constituents; fewer roads means less access; and changes 
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in logging, ranching, and fang practices often means decreased production. These are all 
issues that become very serious within bureaucratic debates (Thomas 2003). 
Propositions 
Yet the outlook need not look so bleak. Today's global society does have some 
possibilities to choose from. Within Rehabilitating Damaged Ecosystems, editor John 
Cairns, Jr. (1995, pp. 4-5) sets forth the following five options regarding relationships 
between human population growth, ecosystem services, and ecological restoration: 
1. Continue the present rate of ecological destruction and human 
population growth until some catastrophic event causes a re-
examination of present policies 
2. Replace damaged ecosystems with fully functional restored 
ecosystems at a rate resulting in no-net-loss of ecosystem services 
— i.e., rate of destruction offset by rate of repair 
3. Restoring damaged ecosystems at a rate that will produce a net 
gain of ecosystem services globally 
4. Control human population growth to match the rate of ecological 
restoration so that ecosystem services per capita remain constant 
5. Gradually reduce human population size, reduce the rate of 
ecological destruction, and increase the rate of ecological healing 
so that sustained long-term use is enhanced 
Cairns explains that these choices have various pros and cons, but that restoration of 
ecosystems is likely to be an important part in the continued successful relationships between 
humans and their environments (Cairns 1995). 
Even with an acceptance of responsibility to conserve and further develop ecosystem 
restoration projects there are differences of opinion, some of which are slighter than others. 
Robert L. Thayer, Jr. focuses on the sustainability of landscape systems in his book, Gray 
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World, Green Heart: Technology, Nature, and the Sustainable Landscape. "In essence, 
sustainability is a notion by which we intend to allow ourselves once more to become a part 
of nature; to see ourselves subordinate to a larger context of universal life" (Thayer 1994, p. 
232). Thayer goes on to state that his vision of a sustainable landscape involves human 
living systems that live "lightly, sensitively, and perpetually on the land with our companion 
species" (Thayer 1994, pp.232-233). This vision of a sustainable landscape seeks to improve 
the relationships between humans and non-humans, as well as their interrelating 
environmental systems. 
In Nature by Design, Higgs mentions the terms "Restoration-as-Celebration," 
"Reinhabitation," "'Biocultural' Restoration," and "'Ecocultural' Restoration" as set forth by 
William Jordan, Stephanie Mills, Daniel Janzen, and Dennis Rogers-Martinez, respectively 
(Higgs 2003). These terms each hold a unique focus towards improving the human-nature 
relationship. As outlined in William Jordan's "'Sunflower Forest' : Ecological Restoration as 
the Basis for a New Environmental Paradigm," restoration-as-celebration is depicted as "that 
form of gardening concerned specifically with the gardening, maintenance, and reconstitution 
of wild nature, and is the key to a healthy relationship with it" (Jordan 1994, p. 206). Jordan 
further describes six of the essential elements of a communing relationship between humans 
and the natural landscape. He labels these essential elements as: 1) "The object," 2) "The 
ecological dimension," 3) "The gamut of human abilities," 4) "The past," 5) "Change and 
adaptation," and 6) "Celebration" (Jordan 1994). 
In her book In Service of the Wild: Restoring and Reinhabiting Damaged Land 
Stephanie Mills outlines her visions of restoration through reinhabitation. For her, 
"restoration is about accepting the brokenness of things, and investigating the emergent 
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property of healing. It's the closing of the frontier —ceasing our demand for open land to 
`develop' —and the reinhabiting of exploited or abandoned places" (Mills 1995, p. 2). Her 
reinhabitation not only involves a human occupation of the land, but a fundamental 
understanding of, and union with, the occupied land. This approach can only be 
accomplished by an individual that becomes closely tied to their local environmental habitat 
in every possible way (Mills 1995). 
Daniel Janzen sets "biocultural" restoration as an imperative of educating and 
involving local indigenous peoples in the creation and conservation of wildlands in his 
article, "Tropical Ecological and Biocultural Restoration." He contends that a restorationist 
could "choose a community of 300 subsistence farms anywhere in the tropics, purchase three 
adjoining farms, turn them into a public conserved wildland, give it back to the community, 
and you will get 280 votes favoring its presence and permanence" (Janzen 1988, p. 244). 
Dennis Rogers-Martinez holds a similar view in his article, "The Sinkyone Intertribal 
Park Project." His "ecocultural" restoration provides "a place to experience the forest 
directly and to learn how to relate to it in respectful ways, a place in which to experience the 
sacred" (Rogers-Martinez 1992, p. 65). This type of restoration gives people a chance to 
participate while learning about natural ecosystems and their cultural and natural history 
(Rogers-Martinez 1992). 
In Higgs's previously mentioned Nature by Design, he goes on to elucidate his 
proposal for improving the relationship between humans and nature. "Landscape change is 
about the intertwining of ecological and cultural processes —not just material processes, but 
also our changing mindsets" (Higgs 2003, p. 180). His ideas are based, in part, on the 
intellectual influence of U.S. philosopher Albert Borgmann. Higgs adopts the term "Focal 
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Restoration" which "is shaped by engaged relationships between people and ecosystems" 
(Higgs 2003, p.186). He sets focal restoration as an alternative path to what he terms 
"Technological Restoration," or the "professionalism of practice, a trend toward marquee 
restoration projects that satisfy corporate objectives, and the prospect that overzealous, 
technically proficient restoration could distract us from the work of protecting ecosystems" 
(Higgs 2003, p. 186). Higgs prefers for "focal restoration" to be more than just a 
combination of ecology and culture together into "ecocultural restoration" or any of the other 
terms expressed by Cairns, Jordan, Mills, Janzen, or Rogers-Martinez. He sees "focal 
restoration" not as just a combination of certain elements of ecology and culture, but as a 
concentration of accepting ecology within culture (and vice versa) within everyday life 
(Higgs 2003). 
F. Herbert Bormann seeks a practical application of ideas very similar to those of 
Cairns, Jordan, Mills, Janzen, Rogers-Martinez, and Higgs in his book, Redesigning the 
American Lacwn: A Search for Environmental Harmony, Second Edition. The main idea of 
the "Freedom Lawn" is to utilize more sustainable and environmentally conscious methods 
of beautifying the landscape. Reducing fertilizers, pesticides, and irrigation are deemed to be 
important, though Bormann also suggests reducing the amount of lawn necessary, or even 
replacing the lawn entirely. However, possibly the most significant suggestion that Bormann 
makes is to connect with the local region. "A sense of place arises from our ability to 
recognize where we are in this world by the natural landforms and native species" (Bormann 
2001, p. 110). He inspires a locally based aesthetic that would help to tie people to the 
natural environment in which they live (Bormann et al. 2001). 
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Need to Define Specific Goals and Principles 
Not only do restorationists need to have a general sense of direction of where they're 
heading with a given restoration project, it is further imperative that specific goals and 
principles are established in order to meet with success. By establishing a framework from 
which to work, the project can be evaluated on a positive or negative basis. The restoration 
will be successful if it lives up to the established goals and principles. It may be considered a 
failure, or partial failure, if it meets none, or only some of the established goals and 
principles. 
Sheila Peck, in Planning for Biodiversity: Issues and Examples, developed a 
framework for biodiversity in order to "help planners develop a sense of biodiversity in the 
areas in which they work" and to "help in the assessment of biodiversity issues" (Peck 1998, 
p. 20). She points out that similar frameworks can be adapted and utilized by planners to fit 
their own various research needs (Peck 1998). 
The framework outlined in Louis A. Toth's, "Principles and Guidelines for 
Restoration of River/Floodplain Ecosystems —Kissimmee River, Florida" provides an 
excellent example of one such successful framework. The specific goals and principles were 
established at the beginning of the project. With these goals and principles established, the 
project can be rated according to its success. This specific case involved the implementation 
of a five-phase approach, including definition of reference conditions, establishment of 
baseline conditions, construction impact monitoring, post-construction evaluation, and 
adaptive management. With this approach in place, the restorationists are able to gauge each 
step of the restoration project according to its successful completion, or need for revision 
(Toth 1995). 
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Established Goals and Principles 
There are some frameworks already established that outline goals and guiding 
principles for use in ecological restoration efforts. Many of these range in coverage of 
regional ecological processes or biological constituents. Others limit their scope according to 
the people involved in the restoration effort or by budgetary constraints. However, most any 
framework has some beneficial points that may be included within a customized restoration 
framework for a given project. 
Here on the campus of Iowa State University (ISU), graduate students in Landscape 
Architecture have recognized the need for useful planning, design, management, and 
rnaintenance frameworks for landscape system projects for decades. One interesting example 
is the work of Alton Crew Thomas. Thomas discusses the difficulties that have worked 
against architects, engineers, landscape architects, artists (including sculptors, decorators, and 
industrial designers), and city planners regarding environmental planning and design. His 
framework for improving these difficulties is based upon collaboration and education 
(Thomas 1963 ). 
In a similar way, Kristin Elizabeth Schwab looks specifically at the theory and 
practice of sustainable landscape design, in her thesis by the same title. Her framework is 
based upon the following three tenets of sustainability (Schwab 1994, p. 162): 
1. sustainability requires that we live within the carrying capacity of 
earth's ecosystems 
2. Human well-being depends on ecosystem survival and function 
3. sustainability must consider the importance of cultural needs and 
values in addition to physical needs in contributing to human 
survival 
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Schwab uses this framework as a basis from which to analyze the accomplishments of the 
projects of the Steve Martino &Associates design firm (Schwab 1994). 
Other significant ISU theses include the work of Nik Ismail Azlan bin Ab. Rahman, 
Melissa Louise Aaron, and Dinah Bervin Kerksieck. These authors focused on establishing 
environmentally responsible planning, design, management, andlor maintenance frameworks 
for highway routes, aggregate mines, and churches, respectively. The frameworks presented 
by Aaron and Kerksieck, specifically, included a great deal of input and support from mining 
professionals and religious organizations, respectively (Azlan bin Ab. Rahman 1989, Aaron 
2003, and Kerksieck 1995). 
In a similar way, governmental, non-governmental, and professional organizations 
have all established frameworks to outline their specific goals and principles for dealing with 
ecological restoration. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), World Wildlife Fund 
(vVWF), and the American Society of Landscape Architects (ASLA) have each set up certain 
criteria that they aim to meet within all of their respective work. The EPA (2001) has a list 
of the following seven cardinal rules regarding effective risk communication: 
1. Accept and involve the public as a legitimate partner 
2. Listen to the audience 
3. Be honest, frank, and open 
4. Coordinate and collaborate with other credible sources 
5. Meet the needs of the media 
6. Speak clearly and with compassion 
7. Plan carefully and evaluate performance 
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WWF holds to the following t~iree clearly stated goals regarding what should be done with 
worldwide ecological systems (Fuller 2001): 
1. Protect biological diversity 
2. Promote sustainable development 
3. Prevent pollution 
Likewise, the ASLA (1992) has instituted a code of conduct for its members. This code 
notes the importance of natural resources and environment in the first two points: 
1. The member shall exert every effort toward the preservation and 
protection of our natural resources and toward understanding the 
interaction of the economic and social systems with these 
resources 
2. The member has a social and environmental responsibility to 
reconcile the public's needs and the natural environment with 
minimal disruption to the natural system 
Additionally, there have been many guidelines and notes from conferences, as well as 
entire textbooks, which outline procedural goals and principles for improving environmental 
restoration planning, design, management, and maintenance. Examples include the titles 
Land Restoration and Reclamation: Principles and Practice (Harris et al. 1996), Repairing 
Damaged Wildlands: AProcess-Oriented, Landscape-Scale Approach (Whisenant 1999), 
and Environmental Restoration: Science and Strategies for Restoring the Earth (Berger and 
Restoring the Earth 1990). These three books are fairly generalized in that they provide a 
framework of goals and principles for a variety of restoration projects within a variety of 
different ecosystem types (Harris et al. 1996, Whisenant 1999, and Berger and Restoring the 
Earth 1990). 
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Alternatively, The Once and Future Forest: A Guide to Forest Restoration Strategies 
(Sauer and Andropogon 1998) and The Tallgrass Restoration Handbook: For Prairies, 
Savannas, and Woodlands (Packard and Mutel 1997) provide restoration frameworks for 
specific ecosystem types. These books provide a more focused and in-depth look at forest 
and tallgrass systems, respectively, than the previously mentioned titles are able to provide. 
Sauer's and Packard's books provide overviews for the entire planning, design, management, 
and maintenance process. This includes establishing restoration options, plants to include 
within the restoration work, monitoring and invasive weed control, as well as protection and 
reintroduction of wildlife (Sauer and Andropogon 1998 and Packard and Mutel 1997). 
Other alternatives are provided by authors Wenche E. Dramstad, Rachel Kaplan, and 
Sarah Hammond Creighton. Dramstad's book, Landscape Ecology Principles in Landscape 
Architecture and Land-Use Planning, describes a framework that landscape planners and 
designers can utilize in restoration efforts. The basis of Dramstad's framework is based upon 
the ideas of landscape patches, edges and boundaries, corridors and connectivity, and 
mosaics. By understanding how these landscape patterns relate to one another, 
improvements can be made within landscape system planning and design. These landscape 
patterns can be applied to any ecosystem type and vary in size and shape according to the 
specific landscape site in question (Dramstad et al. 1996). 
Rachel Kaplan's With People in 1V~ind: Design and Management of Everyday Nature 
focuses on the cultural aspects of the natural environment. This focus speaks to the ways in 
which humans perceive the landscape around them. Different landscape features can cause 
different responses within people that often cause them to react in various ways. By 
understanding how peoples' reactions are triggered by certain environmental conditions, 
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landscape systems can be planned, designed, managed, and maintained in ways to make them 
more culturally acceptable while still upholding strong ecological diversity and sustainability 
(Kaplan et al. 1998). 
Sarah Hammond Creighton hopes to improve the systems implemented by 
institutional organizations in her book Greening the Ivory Tower: Improving the 
Environmental Track Record of Universities, Colleges, and Other Institutions. Though her 
primary focus is on waste and energy management within the institutional organization itself, 
she also promotes the advocacy of students and student organization. Students hold a great 
deal of power in the balance of many institutional decisions. This power can be focused and 
implemented effectively in order to improve the landscape systems of institutional campuses 
as well (Creighton 1998). 
Of course, a collaboration of professionals all working towards improving ecological 
restoration projects provides a wealth of knowledge and expertise. That's just what 
Reconstructing Conservation: Finding Common Ground (Minteer and Manning 2003) aims 
to do. Co-editors Ben A. Minteer and Robert E. Manning held a seminar for restorationists. 
The intention was to "help achieve a balance of `intelligent practice' and `practical 
intelligence' at the seminar" (Minteer and Manning 2003, p. 5). This seminar was conducted 
by restorationists, and for restorationists, in order to consider and determine what restoration 
was all about; what restoration methods and models were acceptable; and what values and 
principles could be established for the future of restoration efforts. Within the book, editors 
Minteer and Manning compile the following listing of twelve principles for reconstructing 
conservation (2003, pp. 336-348): 
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1. A reconstructed conservation will adopt an integrative 
understanding of na~ure and culture 
2. A reconstructed conservation will be concerned with working and 
cultural landscapes as well as more `pristine' environments 
3. A reconstructed conservation will rely on a wider and more 
contextual reading of the conservation tradition 
4. A reconstructed conservation will require long-range landscape 
stewardship and restoration efforts 
5. A reconstructed conservation will have `land health' as one of its 
primary socio-ecological goals 
6. A reconstructed conservation will be adaptive and open to multiple 
practices and objectives 
7. A reconstructed conservation will embrace value pluralism 
8. A reconstructed conservation will promote community-based 
conservation strategies 
9. A reconstructed conservation will rely on an engaged citizenry 
10. A reconstructed conservation will engage questions of social 
injustice 
11. A reconstructed conservation will be politically inclusive and 
partnership driven 
12. A reconstructed conservation will embrace its democratic 
traditions 
The co-editors promote the use of these principles as a means of communion. Not just a 
gathering of like-minded humans, but a gathering of all organisms, human and non-human, 
within a global ecological community (Minteer and Manning 2003). 
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Steps to Take 
Once a working set of guiding principles has been established, it is important to take 
the first steps towards bringing those goals to fruition. As alluded to by much of the 
previously listed literature, there are some steps that seem to be held in fairly wide 
agreement. These steps include an active education of the general public, an increased 
involvement with the concerned community, and the collaboration and utilization of 
professionals and their relevant expertise. 
In their book .and Restoration and Reclamation: Principles and Practice, Co-authors 
Harris, Birch, and Palmer state, "it has become clear that one of the principal ways forwards 
in securing more appropriate and effective land restoration and reclamation [programs] lies in 
education...We must listen to and learn from each other in respect to the proper and 
sustainable use of our land resource, and all resources that ultimately contribute to our 
survival and rich existence and experiences" (Harris et al. 1996, pp. 226-227). They also 
note that though this education may begin in school, it must also extend to everyday life and 
thought (Harris et al. 1996). All humans should be educated in their understanding of how 
the world works and the ways in which the global community operates. 
Increasing the involvement of the concerned community is also imperative. In order 
to accomplish this, co-authors Phil Brown and Edwin J. Mikkelsen state, "To become 
activists, citizens must overcome an ingrained reluctance to challenge authority: they must 
shed their preconceptions about the role and function of government and about democratic 
participation. They must also develop a new outlook on the nature of scientific inquiry and 
the participation of the public in scientific controversy. Activists must learn how to mobilize 
and organize the public to challenge government successfully" (Brown and Mikkelsen 1990, 
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p. 43). It is not enough that communities are just present within their environmental 
contexts. People need to be active and participate within their role as community members. 
Collaboration of professionals and community members also plays a key role in 
successful restoration. The collaborations noted within this literature review (e.g., Berger 
and Restoring the Earth 1990, Cairns 1995, Dramstad et al. 1996, Harris et al. 1996, Kaplan 
et al. 1998, Minteer and Manning 2003, Packard and Mutel 1997, and Sauer and Andropogon 
1998) were all greatly improved because of the input of all of the individuals. The work of 
Denis A. Saunders, Richard J. Hobbs, and Paul R. Ehrlich, Nature Conservation 3: 
Reconstruction of Fragmented Ecosystems: Global and Regional Perspectives, is also a fine 
example of collaboration. These co-editors noted in the preface to Nature Conservation 3 the 
valuable impact that was brought about by the collaboration of individuals from different 
global regions (Saunders et al. 1993). Collaboration of this sort shows the benefits that can 
be gained by including people with different ideas and perceptions within the planning, 
design, management, and maintenance of ecological landscape systems. 
Author Robert Scarfo contends that landscape architects, as stewards of the land, play 
an extremely important role within landscape systems. He claims that the view of the 
landscape architect "enables the professional to organize the myriad of earth's interwoven 
landscape elements; to provide for harmony across broad areas through variation and 
contrast; and to maintain ethnic identities in neighborhoods, landscape character in 
geographic regions, and a national identity throughout" (Scarfo 1987, p. 50). However, he 
adds the caveat that "design principles and terminology must come to contain and reflect the 
subjectivity of people as users within the actualities of landscape as ecologies" (Scarfo 1987, 
p. 50). Scarfo's view certainly holds true for landscape architects, but could well be 
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expanded to include all professionals and involved community members that endeavor to 
improve the planning, design, management, and maintenance of landscape systems. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Background
This study was designed to facilitate an interdisciplinary discussion about improving 
landscape planning, design, management, and maintenance in the upper Midwestern United 
States. This was done by conducting a survey of landscape planners, designers, and 
managers (within both public and private sectors), as well as academicians from Midwestern 
institutions of higher learning. The survey method used was aself-administered 
questionnaire. An invitation to a three-hour workshop was also included with the initial 
survey. After the workshop was concluded, a secondary, self-administered questionnaire was 
distributed. The decision to use these methods was based upon time constraints, a desire to 
cover a large geographic region, and limited funding. 
Landscape planners, designers, managers, and academicians were each included for 
the focused insight that they might be able to contribute to this study. Landscape planners 
and designers were included because of their expertise in the development stages of 
landscape projects. Their focus pertains to the initial establishment and implementation of 
projects. Landscape managers were included because of their expertise in the post-
development stages of landscape projects. Their focus pertains to the management and 
maintenance of projects on a long-term basis. Academicians were included because of their 
expertise in the study of the overall effectiveness (by various measures) of landscape 
projects. Their focus pertains to the objective study of the land and how it is being used. 
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The Sample and Sampling Procedure 
The study was conducted using names of specific landscape planners, designers, 
managers and academicians (as well as the firms, organizations, or agencies they may be a 
part of) gathered through personal inquiry. The data gathered i s relevant because the 
landscape planners, designers, managers, and academicians included within the research 
sample were recommended due to their expertise in their professional work. These 
recommendations were presented by various professional peers, environmental and 
government agencies, and academic researchers. Additional participant information was 
collected through web-based searches for landscape planning, design, management, and 
academic firms, organizations, or agencies. Participants were chosen based on experience 
with landscape projects in the upper Midwest (primarily Illinois, Wisconsin, Iowa, and 
Minnesota), focusing on participants that would most likely be able to attend a workshop in 
the Chicago, IL area. 
The sample included 49 landscape planners, landscape architects, and landscape 
service providers; 36 land managers or land management organizations; and 31 
academicians. A total of 116 initial questionnaires, titled "Living Landscapes Survey," were 
mailed with cover letters and self-addressed, stamped return envelopes. The cover letters 
included an invitation to the workshop, some background information on living landscapes 
and the terminology used within the questionnaire, and additional contact information for the 
study research team. Please refer to Appendix A for copies of the cover letter and 
questionnaire. 
The workshop, titled "Living Landscapes Workshop," was attended by 3 participants 
from the landscape planning, architecture, and service provider group; 1 participant from the 
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land management group; and 1 participant from the academicians group. A total of 5 
participants attended the workshop. The workshop included an outline and handout materials 
that were distributed to participants during the workshop proceedings. Following the 
workshop, a brief workshop evaluation was distributed to the participants, completed on-site, 
and returned to the study research team. Please refer to Appendix B for copies of the 
workshop outline, handout materials, and workshop evaluation. 
A secondary questionnaire, titled "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey: Exemplar 
Midwest Places," was mailed after the workshop had taken place and was distributed only to 
the sample participants that had returned the initial questionnaire. This focused sample 
included 181andscape planners, landscape architects, and landscape service providers; 13 
land managers or land management organizations; and 10 academicians. A total of 41 
secondary questionnaires were mailed with cover letters and self-addressed, stamped return 
envelopes. The cover letters included a note of thanks for their participation in the "Living 
Landscapes Survey" and a brief overview of the proceedings of the "Living Landscapes 
Workshop." Please refer to Appendix C for copies of the cover letter and questionnaire. 
Initial Questionnaire Development — "Living Landscapes Survey" 
The initial questionnaire, titled "Living Landscapes Survey," was developed after 
researching the interactions of professionals within the landscape industry through literature 
review, educational instruction, and personal experiences. Input into the development of the 
"Living Landscapes Survey" was received from Professor Gary Hightshoe, Iowa State 
University; Doctor Jim Miller, Iowa State University; Doctor Heidi Asbjornsen, Iowa State 
University; Professor Paul Anderson, Iowa State University; and Professor Terry Besser, 
Iowa State University. The questionnaire was developed in order to determine if better goals 
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and principles could be established through interaction of the landscape professionals (i.e., 
landscape planners, architects, and service providers; land managers; and academicians). 
The survey instrument itself was divided into two parts: 
1. "Demographic Questions" —pertaining to the participants' 
practical background and sense of place 
2. "Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes" —pertaining to the 
participants' feelings towards certain terminology (as 
characteristics of living landscapes) and feelings towards the 
potential for living landscapes to succeed 
Within the "Demographic Questions" section, the survey instrument used both 
closed- and open-ended questions. The closed-ended questions were used to obtain 
information about the participants' level of education, focus of education, years of 
experience, description of residence, and years in current residence. These questions 
required the participant to circle the appropriate response from an unordered list, or to circle 
"Other" and to then describe their situation. Open-ended questions were used to obtain 
information about the participants' current occupation, job responsibilities, employer 
specialization, and what they like best and least~about the cultural and natural environments 
of their hometown. The questions regarding current occupation, job responsibilities, and 
employer specialization provided examples of possible answers expected by the study 
research team. The questions regarding what participants liked best and least about the 
cultural and natural environments of their hometown were left completely open. 
The "Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes" section used primarily closed-ended 
questioning. A listing of terms was provided with a Likert scale on which to evaluate the 
term on a scale of 0 (the term was "Not characteristic" of a living landscape) to 6 (the term 
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was a "Strong characteristic" of a living landscape) (Isaac and Michael 1981, p. 142). After 
this listing, participants were asked to provide any additional descriptors that should be 
considered as characteristics of living landscapes. In evaluating the participants' feelings 
towards the potential for living landscapes to succeed, participants were asked to circle 
"Yes," "No," or "Not certain" for their beliefs on the practicality and necessity of integrating 
natural systems with the cultural landscape. The last three questions also used a Likert scale 
from 0 ("Strongly Disagree") to 6 ("Strongly Agree") for statements regarding an apparent 
lack of input or understanding from certain professionals within the landscape industry. Both 
Liken scales used aseven-point rating scale (i.e. 0  1 2 3 4 5  6). 
The survey instrument concluded with an area for the participant to provide their 
personal contact information if they desired to receive the compiled results of the 
questionnaire. This section included a written assurance that this personal information would 
be removed prior to analysis of the survey data. This information was duly removed from 
the questionnaire packets prior to analysis. 
Workshop Development — "Living Landscapes Workshop" 
The workshop, titled "Living Landscapes Workshop," was developed along with the 
"Living Landscapes Survey." Input into the development of the "Living Landscapes 
Workshop" was received from Professor Gary Hightshoe, Iowa State University; Doctor Jim 
Miller, Iowa State University; and Doctor Heidi Asbjornsen, Iowa State University. The 
workshop was developed in order to actually bring professionals from different backgrounds 
within the landscape industry together for discussion. The discussion was broken into the 
following three sections: 
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1. "Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes" —this included an 
overview of the information compiled from the "Living 
Landscapes Survey" 
2. "Developing Living Landscape Goals &Guiding Principles" —this 
worked to build a set of goals &guiding principles in order to 
continue to improve landscape system planning, design, and 
management 
3. "Identification &Description of Living Landscape Projects" —this 
helped to create a list of exemplar landscapes to look towards for 
improving landscape planning, design, management, and/or 
maintenance in future projects 
During the "Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes" section a brief analysis of the 
"Living Landscapes Survey" information was presented. The presentation broke the survey 
responses down into facts and figures describing the demographics of who had participated 
in the survey and their backgrounds, the trends in respondent's evaluations of living 
landscape characteristic terms, and the potential for improvement of living landscape 
systems. The presentation ended with a brief question and answer period to clear up any 
potential misunderstandings or confusion. 
After the presentation of "Living Landscapes Survey" information, workshop 
participants were divided into two small groups (one team of 3 participants and one team of 2 
participants). In their small groups the participants evaluated 21 potential living landscape 
characteristic terms. Some of these terms were drawn from the "Living Landscapes Survey" 
(those receiving the seven highest and seven lowest average scores on the 0 to 6, seven-point, 
Liken scale). Seven new terms were added to this list from terms suggested by questionnaire 
respondents. The participants were asked not to just evaluate each term individually (as they 
had done in the "Living Landscapes Survey"), but to evaluate each term in comparison with 
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the other 20 (Appendix B contains an explanation of the comparison protocol). After 
discussion within their small groups, each group was to choose their top three and bottom 
three choices. These choices were then presented, with supportive explanations, to the large 
group workshop audience as a whole. After brief discussion within the large group, terms 
were decided as the best terms that living landscapes should work towards and the worst 
terms that living landscapes should work to avoid. During the small group discussions study 
research team members recorded notes of the general discussion and flow of conversation on 
legal pads. During the large group discussion study research team members also recorded 
notes of the general discussion and flow of conversation on legal pads as well as a large 
tablet at the front of the room. Following this large group discussion the workshop 
participants took a short break. 
The third part of the "Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes" section of the 
workshop again had the participants break into the same small groups to discuss 
opportunities and limitations for living landscapes for certain situations. Each small group 
was given a list of land use situations with the task of discussing how these land uses might 
provide opportunity for, or limitations against, living landscape goals and guiding principles. 
Again, after this small group discussion, the workshop was brought together in a large group 
to present what each small group had discussed in order to draw further insight from their 
discussion. During the small group discussions study research team members again recorded 
notes of the general discussion and flow of conversation on legal pads. During the large 
group discussion study research team members also recorded notes of the general discussion 
and flow of conversation on legal pads as well as a large tablet at the front of the room. 
Following this large group discussion the workshop participants took a short break. 
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Upon reconvening for the "Developing Living Landscape Goals &Guiding 
Principles" section of the workshop, participants were asked to brainstorm and discuss 
creative guidelines to improve landscape planning, design, management, and maintenance 
difficulties. This discussion was carried out within the large group workshop audience as a 
whole. Discussion and brainstormed ideas were recorded on a large tablet at the front of the 
room. 
The final section of the workshop, "Identification &Description of Living Landscape 
Projects," began with the workshop participants each taking a few minutes,- individually, to 
list, and provide reasoning for, cities, communities, andlor projects that truly exemplified the 
living landscape goals and guiding principles that had been discussed in the previous section 
of the workshop. They were asked to record their listings and reasoning on the workshop 
handout sheets provided. After spending a few minutes individually, workshop participants 
were asked to share some of their responses with the large group workshop audience as a 
whole. The cities, communities, and projects discussed within the large group were recorded 
by a study research team member on a large tablet at the front of the room. 
Upon conclusion of the workshop the participants were asked to fill out and return a 
brief "Post-Workshop Survey." This survey included closed- and open-ended questions. 
The first question asked the participants to check "Yes," "No," or "Not certain" in response 
to their perceived benefit of the workshop. The second question was an open-ended question 
asking how the workshop may have been beneficial. The third question asked the 
participants to check "Yes" or "No" in response to the workshop being well organized. The 
final question was an open-ended question asking the participants for any thoughts on the 
possible improvement of the workshop. The "Post-Workshop Survey" concluded with an 
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area for the participant to provide their personal contact information if they desired to receive 
the compiled results of the workshop. This section included a written assurance that this 
personal information would be removed prior to analysis of the data. This information was 
duly removed from the "Post-Workshop Survey" prior to analysis. 
Secondary Questionnaire Development — "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey: 
Exemplar Midwest Places" 
The secondary questionnaire, titled "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey: Exemplar 
Midwest Places," was developed in order to draw a larger response than was received during 
the "Living Landscapes Workshop." Input into the development of the "Living Landscapes 
Follow-up Survey: Exemplar Midwest Places" was received from Professor Gary Hightshoe, 
Iowa State University. The questionnaire was developed in order to ask more landscape 
professionals to list cities, communities, and projects that are truly exemplary as well as the 
cultural andlor natural elements that help to make these places great. 
The survey instrument used open-ended questions in order to gather information from 
the survey participants. Each question asked the participant to list, and provide reasoning 
for, up to three exemplary landscapes in the following categories: 
1. "Great Midwest American Cities" 
2. "Great Midwest Rural Communities" 
3. Midwest site scale projects of note 
4. Midwest site scale projects of note that are planned, designed, 
managed, or maintained by their firm, organization, or agency 
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"Living Landscapes Survey" Distribution/Return 
A total of 116 cover letters, "Living Landscapes Survey" questionnaires, and self-
addressed, stamped return envelopes were mailed out to landscape planners, designers, 
managers, and academicians in the upper Midwest. Of these mailings, 7 were returned 
unopened (undeliverable) due to a change of address or wrong address. These 7 returned 
mailings included 5 mailed to landscape planners, architects, or service providers and 2 
mailed to land managers or land management organizations. For this reason, the total 
number of mailings recorded is 109. This number can be broken down into 44 survey 
instruments mailed to landscape planners, architects, or service providers (the initial 49 
minus the undeliverable 5); 34 survey instruments mailed to land managers or land 
management organizations (the initial 36 minus the undeliverable 2); and 31 survey 
instruments mailed to academicians (none were returned as undeliverable). Completed 
"Living Landscapes Surveys" were received from 18 landscape planners, architects, and 
service providers; 13 land managers and land management organizations; and 10 
academicians. When converted to response rate percentages for the "Living Landscapes 
Survey," the totals come to 40.9 percent for landscape planners, architects, and service 
providers; 38.2 percent for land managers and land management organizations; and 32.2 
percent for academicians. The overall response rate was 37.6 percent for the 41 "Living 
Landscapes Surveys" received. See Table 3-1 below for a summary of these results. 
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Table 3-1: "Living Landscapes Survey" Response Rates 
Surveys 
Returned 
Surveys Sent Response Rate 
Planners/LA's/Service 
Providers 
18 44 40.9% 
Land Mana ers g 13 34 38.2% 
Academicians 10 _ 31 32.2% 
Totals 41 109 37.6% 
"Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey: Exemplar Midwest Places" Distribution/Return 
A total of 41 cover letters, "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey" questionnaires, 
and self-addressed, stamped return envelopes were mailed out to the landscape planners, 
designers, managers, and academicians that responded to the initial "Living Landscapes 
Survey." None of these mailings were returned due to a change of address or wrong address. 
However, one of the mailings sent to a landscape planner, architect, or service provider was 
returned blank, with none of the enclosed information filled out. For this reason, the total 
number of mailings recorded is 40. Therefore, the 40 total mailings can be broken down into 
17 survey instruments mailed to landscape planners, architects, or service providers; 13 
survey instruments mailed to land managers or land management organizations; and 10 
survey instruments mailed to academicians. When converted to response rate percentages for 
the "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey," the totals come to 11.8 percent for landscape 
planners, architects, and service providers; 30.8 percent for land managers and land 
management organizations; and 20.0 percent for academicians. The overall response rate 
was 20.0 percent for the 8 "Living Landscape Surveys" received. 
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Table 3-2: "Living Lacndscapes Follow-up Survey" Response Rates 
Surveys 
Returned 
Surveys Sent Response Rate 
Plan Hers/LA'slService 
Providers 
2 17 11.8% 
_ 
Land Managers 4 13 30.8% 
Academicians 2 10 20.0% 
Totals 8 40 20.0% 
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CHAPTER 4: MAJOR FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
Background
This study was conducted in order to gather information on the opinions of landscape 
professionals regarding the current state of the industry as well as the outlook for the 
industry's future. The research for this study was conducted using three separate 
instruments, titled as follows: 
1. "Living Landscapes Survey" 
2. "Living Landscapes Workshop" 
3. "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey" 
Summaries of results from these research instruments are included in this chapter. Complete 
results from these instruments can be found in Appendices D, E, and F for the "Living 
Landscapes Survey," "Living Landscapes Workshop," and "Living Landscapes Follow-up 
Survey," respectively. 
Throughout the following summaries, response results are listed in parentheses. The 
number of responses is listed first, followed by the percentage that those responses represent 
from the total (e.g., (26 163.4%) represents 26 responses representing 63.4% of the total 
responses). 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Survey" 
The "Living Landscapes Survey" began with a section titled "Practice Background." 
This section was dedicated to the professional demographics of the sample. This set of 
questions asked what level of education the participants had completed, what the primary 
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focus of their education had been, how many years experience they had, current occupation, 
major job responsibilities, and the type of practice that their firm was involved in. Most 
participants (26 / 63.4%) responded that they had completed some form of graduate degree 
(Master's, Ph.D., etc.). 
Figure 4-1: Education Levels of "Living Landscape Survey" Respondents 
No Bachelors 
2.4% 
Bachelors 
34.1 
Graduate 
63.4% 
The majority of the participants (18 / 38.3%) responded that the focus of their 
education was one other than the choices listed by the survey instrument. Primarily, these 
"Other" responses listed geology, engineering, or some other form of physical or biological 
science. Of the participants with their educational focus listed, the top responses were 
"Landscape Architecture" (10 / 21.3%), "Forestry" (9 / 19.1%), and "Biology" (7 / 14.9%). 
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When asked about their experience in working with landscape systems, the majority of the 
participants (15 / 36.6%) responded that they had " 26+ years" of experience. Nearly half of 
the participants responded that their current occupation was either a landscape architect or an 
academic professor (each with 10 responses, or 24.4%). The largest number of participants 
(29 / 70.7%) responded that their major job responsibilities included some sort of project or 
design management. Eighteen (18 / 43.9%) participants responded that their organization 
specialized in some form of restoration work (primarily ecological). 
The second section of the "Living Landscapes Survey," titled "Sense of Place," asked 
the participants about more cultural aspects of their demographics. This set of questions 
asked how participants would describe their place of residence, how many years they had 
lived in this area, what they liked best and least about the cultural environment of their 
hometown, and what they liked best and least about the natural environment of their 
hometown. Nearly half of the participants (20 / 48.8%) responded that they consider their 
place of residence to be "Suburban." Although over half of the participants (24 / 58.5%) 
responded that they had lived in this area for fewer than 15 years (7 / 17.1 %, for "0-5 years;" 
10 / 24.4%, for "6-10 years;" and 7 / 17.1 %, for "11-1 S years"), nearly one-third of 
participants (13 / 31.7%) responded that they had lived in this area for " 26+ years." The 
greatest number of participants responded that they liked activities/access-related or 
community-related aspects of their hometown's cultural environment best (14 / 34.1 %, and 
12 / 29.3%, respectively). Activities/access-related responses included "Good variety of 
sports &performing arts to choose from" and "Opportunity to do & see a lot." Community-
related responses included "Small town flavor" and "Strong environmental awareness." 
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When asked which aspects of their cultural environment participants liked least, most 
responses fell into the following categories: 
1. Traffic, Congestion, &Crowding (8 / 19.5%) 
2. Growth &Sprawl (7 / 17.1 %) 
3. Lack of Diversity (6 / 14.6%) 
The majority of participants (22 / 53.7%) responded that what they liked best about their 
hometown's natural environment were the aspects of access andlor abundance of natural 
areas. Some specific responses included "Many parks, open space, natural systems" and 
"The diverse habitats found within a few miles." Participant's responses to what they liked 
least about their hometown's natural environment were too varied to easily sort into distinct 
categories. However, some specific responses included "Degraded unmanaged landscapes," 
"Need to drive to the bike trails - no street routes," and "It takes away from the tax base - 
highest taxes in the county." 
The third section of the "Living Lacndscapes Survey" was divided into two parts (Parts 
A and B). Part A, "Living Landscape Characteristics," asked the participants to evaluate a 
listing of terms that have been applied to landscape systems in the past. Using aseven-point 
Liken scale, participants were asked to value the term on the scale from 0 ("Not 
characteristic") to 6 ("Strong characteristic"). The highest rated terms were "Valued," 
"Biologically diverse," and "Sustainable" with mean values of 5.57, 5.1 S, and 5.16, 
respectively. The lowest rated terms were "Biologically homogenous," "Contrived," and 
"Neglected" with mean values of 1.24, 1.28, and 1.49, respectively. Part A also included 
space for participants to write-in other descriptors for consideration as characteristics of 
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living landscapes. Some of these responses included "Didactic," "Contested," and 
"Balanced." 
Figure 4-2: "Living Landscape" Characteristic Term Average Ratings 
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Part B of the third section of the "Living Landscapes Survey," "Potential for Living 
Landscapes," helped to gain a better understanding of the participants' thoughts and opinions 
on the potential for living landscapes in the future. The nearly unanimous response (38 / 
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95%) was that integration of natural systems with the cultural landscape is practical. 
Similarly, a large majority of participants (35 187.5%) responded that the integration of 
natural systems with the cultural environment is necessary. The final three questions used a 
seven-point Likert scale to rate their agreement to a statement from 0 ("Strongly Disagree") 
to 6 ("Strongly Agree"). The statement "There seems to be a lack of input from scientists 
such as biologists and ecologists in the development of living landscape guidelines" received 
a mean value of 3.81. The statement "There seems to be a lack of scientific understanding 
among planners, designers, and land managers" received a mean value of 4.86. The 
statement "There seems to be a lack of input from sociologists and other social scientists" 
received a mean value of 4.22. 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Workshop" —Living Landscape 
Characteristics 
The "Living Landscapes Workshop" was dedicated to opening up a dynamic 
discussion between individuals from the various professional groups within the landscape 
industry, namely landscape planners, designers, managers and academicians. The first 
exercise opened up to the participants was to re-evaluate 21 living landscape characteristic 
terms drawn from the "Living Landscapes Survey" responses. Through large group 
discussion it was decided that the most valued living landscape characteristic terms were 
"Sustainable," "Biologically diverse," "Valued," and "Functional." The terms chosen as 
having the least value were "Biologically homogenous," "Neglected," and "Contrived." 
These results correlate closely with the responses from the "Living Landscapes Survey," with 
the exception of the term "Functional." However, this term was also highly ranked within 
the results of the "Living Landscapes Survey" (ranked sixth out of thirty). The term 
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"Functional" was deemed to be just as important as "Sustainable," "Biologically diverse," 
and "Valued" as a characteristic term to be included in the definition of living landscapes by 
the workshop participants. 
Other notable terms brought forward during the discussion included: "Contrived," 
"Valued," "Accessible," "Ethnically homogenous," "Didactic," and "Cultural relevance." It 
was noted by workshop participants that all landscapes are "Contrived" to some degree. It 
was also noted that the term "Valued" could be considered as a derivative of some of the 
other characteristic terms listed. "Accessible," as a characteristic term, was one with lower 
relative value for the workshop participants. This was because accessibility was deemed not 
to be a necessity, but rather a relative value that really depends upon the specific landscape in 
question. The term "Ethnically homogenous" was expressed as "too hot to handle," and most 
likely just avoided, due to its possible moral and ethical implications. "Didactic," on the 
other hand, was somewhat more desirable as a characteristic term. However, during 
discussion, the necessity of teaching people with landscape as a teaching tool was debated. 
"Cultural relevance" was not a term listed on the "Living Landscapes Survey" instrument or 
"Living Landscapes Workshop" handouts, though it was discussed by the group. The group 
recognized that cultural relevance was widely variable and would change from neighborhood 
to neighborhood within a community. 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Workshop" —Living Landscape Land Use 
Situations 
The second exercise at the "Living Landscapes Workshop" was a discussion of 
potential opportunities and limitations for living landscapes in certain land use situations. 
Appendix B presents the rationale for considering the influence of land use situations with 
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living landscapes. The land use situations discussed were: industry and commerce, 
agriculture, institutions, utilities, suburban communities, transportation, and parks and 
greenbelts. Some of the interesting ideas brought forward pertaining to industry and 
commerce land uses included convincing industrial clients of cost benefits (but not 
overstating benefits) and allowing for separate areas to be managed under different 
maintenance regimes (e.g. some turfgrass and some wetland or prairie systems). Some of the 
issues brought forward during the discussion of agricultural land uses included the need to 
maintain local communities and values as suburban (or similar) development encroaches and 
the need to establish a balance between financial and ecological concerns. One of the 
important issues expressed during the discussion of institutional land uses included the 
opportunity for institutional projects to become showplaces of planning, design, 
management, and/or maintenance. This is due, in a large part, to the institutions' draw of a 
large number of people to a specific area. During the discussion of utilities the workshop 
participants noted the opportunities for the conservation and perpetuation of various 
endangered species due to the disturbance regimes implemented in the maintenance of utility 
corridors. The discussion of suburban communities included the issues of extensive turfgrass 
management and the perception (and often requirement) that yards must compete with 
neighboring lots for aesthetic value. The workshop participants also noted that these issues 
provide an opportunity for suburban-dwellers to re-define what is beautiful, quite possibly 
with aless-maintained landscape. Some of the interesting ideas brought forward pertaining 
to transportation land uses included the recognition that many opportunities were already 
being taken advantage of and that within the current climate of reduced government 
spending, steps have already been taken towards acceptance of aless-manicured landscape. 
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The workshop participants noted that there are nearly limitless opportunities offered by parks 
and greenbelts land uses, including many dealing with stormwater management. 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Workshop" —Living Landscape Goals and 
Guiding Principles 
The third exercise at the "Living Landscapes Workshop" was a discussion of potential 
goals and guiding principles for use in conserving and creating living landscapes. One of the 
major discussions during this exercise concerned the need for designers to realize that they 
hold certain responsibilities for their projects. Among the responsibilities discussed is the 
need for the designer to integrate people into the landscape. One of the easiest ways that the 
workshop participants proposed to do this is to involve the stakeholders (decision-makers 
and/or end-users of the landscape) within the design process from beginning to end. The 
workshop participants agreed that most likely this would involve a strong educational 
component for the public involved. During the discussion it was also pointed out that the 
designer should acknowledge any conflicting values expressed by the client(s). Another 
point was made that the designer should work to promote local activism both for specific 
projects as well as for improved landscape systems overall. However, in doing so it was also 
pointed out that the designer should beware of asingle-minded agenda that pushes through at 
the expense of other possible benefits or opportunities. The workshop participants also noted 
that the designer must also carefully consider and acknowledge the requirements for the land 
and that this would vary depending upon the circumstances. Other goals and guiding 
principles expressed by the participants of the "Living Landscapes Workshop" included: 
1) the need to use Best Management Practices (BMP's), 2) the need to expand eco-tourism, 
3) the need for increased education, 4) the need to recognize the importance of politics and 
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presentation, 5) the need to make landscapes accessible, 6) the need to recognize the 
interdisciplinary nature of the landscape industry, and 7) the need for increased public 
involvement. 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Workshop" -- Living Landscape Places and 
Projects 
The fourth exercise at the "Living Landscapes Workshop" was a brief discussion of 
exemplary living landscape cities, cornrnunities, and site scale projects. Because the 
workshop had specific time limitations, this exercise was cut short, providing time for only a 
few comrnents from the workshop participants. Due to these time constraints, the workshop 
participants encouraged the distribution of a follow-up survey to gather this information. 
Therefore, the "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey" was distributed to the landscape 
professionals that responded to the "Living Landscapes Survey." Since the "Living 
Landscapes Follow-up Survey" provided more complete results, the results collected from 
"Living Landscapes Workshop" participants have been included with the results from the 
"Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey." 
Summary of Results from "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey" 
The "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey" was dedicated to compiling a list of 
places and projects that exemplify living landscape ideals in their planning, design, 
management, and/or maintenance. This instrument was designed to gather this information 
from the sample of landscape practitioners that responded to the previous "Living 
Landscapes Survey." The questioning was divided into the following four segments: 
1. "Great Midwest American Cities" 
2. "Great Midwest Rural Communities" 
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3. Midwest site scale projects of note 
4. Midwest site scale projects of note that are planned, designed, 
managed, or maintained by their firm, organization, or agency 
The mast popular "Great Midwest American City," with 7 responses (22.6%), was 
Madison, Wisconsin. The second most popular city (or cities in this case) was Minneapolis-
St. Paul, Minnesota with 5 responses (16.1 %), including one response that listed St. Paul 
only. In third place was Chicago, Illinois, which received 4 responses (12.9%). Cincinnati, 
Ohio was listed twice as a "Great Midwest American City" (6.5%). Galena, Illinois and 
Iowa City, Iowa each received 1 response as a "Great Midwest American City" and 1 
response as a "Great Midwest Rural Community." Other notable responses within the "Great 
Midwest Rural Communities" category included Decorah, Iowa; Princeton, Illinois; 
Riverside, Illinois; and New Buffalo, Michigan. Each of these communities received 2 
responses (7.7%), including one response that listed southwest Michigan as the New 
Buffalo/Union Pier area. Prairie Crossing, in Grayslake, Illinois was listed twice as a 
Midwest site scale project of note (8.7%). Other responses, within all four categories, were 
only recorded once. 
Some of the participants responded that Madison was "Great" because it had "Lots of 
great neighborhoods, restaurants, [a] university surrounding [a] matrix of lakes and other 
habitat in and around [the] city" and an "Abundance of parks, trails, and cultural 
opportunities such as theatre, universities, etc." Some of the reasons that Minneapolis-St. 
Paul was considered "Great" were the "Diversity of buildings and landscapes, coupled with 
[the] concern for progressive values" and "Old historic neighborhoods with restaurants, lakes 
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and other habitat in town, [and] lots of stuff to do." Overall, the participants' responses 
seemed to value an abundance and variety of both cultural and natural features and 
opportunities. Some desirable cultural features and opportunities listed included racial and 
ethnic diversity, historic architecture, and progressive citizens and Local governance. Some 
desirable natural features and opportunities listed included abundance of parks and trails, 
greenspace along river, and preserved, yet accessible, wetlands. 
Discussion 
The overall results of the "Living Landscapes Survey," "Living Landscapes 
Workshop," and "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey" show that there are landscape 
professionals that are concerned with the issues of improving landscape systems within the 
Midwest. The responses and participation of these individuals also shows that it is not just 
one sector of the industry that is seeking improvement but landscape planners, designers, 
managers, and academicians as a whole. Responses to the "Living Landscapes Survey" were 
received from 23 professionals in Illinois (56.1 %}, 10 professionals in Iowa (24.4%), 4 
professionals in Wisconsin (9.8%), and 4 professionals in Minnesota (9.8%), for a total of 41 
responses. A115 participants attending the "Living Landscapes Workshop" were from 
Illinois. Responses to the "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey" were received from 4 
professionals in Illinois (50%, not including 1 returned completely blank), 2 professionals in 
Iowa (25%), and 1 professional each in both Wisconsin and Minnesota (12.5% each), for a 
total of 8 responses. The thoughts and opinions represented by the responses and 
participation have been expressed by individuals across a large portion of the upper Midwest. 
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The demographics for the participants who returned their "Living Landscapes 
Surve " resent some fairl interesting results. The overall breakdown of percentages for the 
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41 surveys returned from the three landscape professional groups are as follows: 
1. 43.9% were returned by landscape planners and designers 
2. 31.7% were returned by landscape managers 
3. 24.4% were returned by academicians 
These percentages show that there was a fairly well-rounded representation from all three 
groups within the study. Overall, the landscape professionals sampled were fairly well-
educated. In fact, 63.4% of the landscape professionals returning the "Living Landscapes 
Survey" had completed some sort of graduate degree (i.e. Master's, Ph.D., etc.). Not only 
were the professionals surveyed well-educated, nearly all were heavily involved in the 
project and/or design management of landscape systems. Of the professionals returning 
surveys, 70.7% responded that their major job responsibilities included some sort of 
management and/or administrative role. The largest percentage of these professionals 
(43.9%) responded that their organization specializes in some sort of restoration work. These 
responses show that the landscape professionals represented by this study are already playing 
a large role in the shaping of landscape systems. Their input into the continued improvement 
of living landscape systems is extremely valuable. 
The results from the questions regarding preferences within the cultural and natural 
environments of respondents' hometowns were fairly striking. The preferences expressed a 
strong interest in access to, and activities related with, cultural and natural environments. 
Nearly two-thirds of the survey participants responded that what they liked best about their 
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cultural environment were activities- and access-related opportunities (34.1 %) and 
community-related opportunities (29.3%). In relation to the natural environment of their 
hometowns, 53.7% of the respondents liked the access and abundance of natural areas while 
another 31.7% liked specific landscape elements and features (e.g. riparian systems, 
woodlands, or a variety of ecosystems). These results show that including cultural and 
natural elements within landscape planning, design, management, and maintenance 
considerations is extremely important. These elements help to draw people into the 
landscape system and become involved with it. 
The respondents' aversions to cultural and natural elements within their hometowns 
were not as clear-cut. Many of the survey participants responded that what they liked least 
was some sort of planning or diversity issue (such as growth and sprawl; traffic, congestion, 
and overcrowding; poor planning; or lack of diversity), for both cultural and environmental 
environments. These results show that these issues need to be carefully considered within 
landscape systems as well. The management and maintenance of landscape systems must be 
carefully integrated within the planning and design phases of project development. Without 
careful planning and diversity, landscapes can easily lose their living landscape characteristic 
qualities and fall into degradation and decline. 
"Part A —Living Landscape Characteristics," of the "Defining &Valuing Living 
Landscapes" section of the "Living Landscapes Survey" provided some interesting results. 
The landscape professional groups agreed fairly uniformly on which terms should be "Strong 
characteristics" of living landscapes. Across all three groups, the mean ratings were pretty 
consistent with the overall mean rating for the entire study sample. However, two terms that 
showed some inconsistency were "Maintained" and "Complex". These terms had mean 
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ratings within the land manager professional group that were more than 0.60 points off of the 
overall sample mean (or 10% off of the 0 to 6 scale). The mean ratings for "Maintained" and 
"Complex" were 0.68 and 0.85 points below the overall sample mean, respectively. Even 
though the landscape manager group rated these two terms less than the other two groups, 
both the overall sample means and the landscape manager professional group means were at, 
or above, a 3.00 (considered neutral) for both terms. 
There were more inconsistencies within the three groups in choosing which terms 
were "Not characteristic" of living landscapes. The terms that stick out with individual 
professional group means more than 0.60 points off of the overall sample mean include: 
"Biologically homogenous," "Neglected," "Engineered," and "Simple." The overall mean 
rating for all of these terms was at, or below a 3.00 (considered neutral). The academician 
professional group rated "Biologically homogenous" and "Neglected" 0.74 and 0.69 points 
lower than the overall mean rating, respectively. The mean rating for the term "Engineered" 
was rated 0.81 points lower by the Iand manager professional group than the overall mean 
rating. The term "Simple" drew a more mixed review. The term was rated 0.74 points below 
the overall sample mean by the academicians professional group, but 0.65 points above the 
overall sample mean by the land manager professional group (which pushed the land 
manager professional group mean up to 3.09). 
The final part of the "Living Landscapes Survey," "Part B —Potential for Living 
Landscapes," provided some valuable insight into what the survey participants see for the 
future of improving landscape systems. A considerable majority of landscape professionals 
surveyed responded that they believed that the integration of natural systems with the cultural 
landscape is both practical (95.0%} and necessary (87.5%). However, there was one 
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respondent from the land planner and designer group that did not believe that this integration 
is necessary (though they did believe that it is practical). 
There was considerable agreement to the following statements across the three 
landscape professional groups: 
1. There seems to be a lack of input from scientists such as biologists 
and ecologists in the development of living landscape guidelines 
2. There seems to be a lack of scientific understanding among 
planners, designers, and land managers 
3. There seems to be a lack of input from sociologists and other social 
scientists 
The second statement had the highest overall sample mean agreement rating (4.86 on a 0 to 6 
scale), but also had the greatest variation among the separate landscape professional groups. 
The academicians professional group rated the statement 0.66 points below the overall 
sample mean agreement rating. The first and third statements were not as strongly agreed 
with according to their overall sample mean agreement ratings (3.81 and 4.22, respectively), 
but had more consistent mean values across all three landscape professional groups. 
The participants attending the "Living Landscapes Workshop" expressed an 
optimistic concern for issues pertaining to the improvement of landscape systems. Their 
input helped to solidify a working definition for living landscapes and to establish goals and 
guiding principles for the conservation and creation of living landscape systems. The 
dynamic discussion offered by the workshop participants provided an interdisciplinary look 
at possible solutions to problems faced by all landscape professionals. 
As a whole, the workshop participants agreed that the practices of landscape 
planning, design, management, and maintenance could be improved upon by establishing a 
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definition for the term "Living Landscape." This definition would strongly consider the 
following characteristics: 
1. A living landscape should be developed as a sustainable system 
over time. This system should allow human and non-human 
communities to live, thrive, and survive without pushing to exceed, 
or infringe upon, the limits and boundaries of surrounding 
communities. 
2. A living landscape should maintain a high level of biological 
diversity within its integrated systems. These integrated systems 
should include various plant and animal species able to interact 
within the ecosystem. 
3. A living landscape should be highly valued by the human 
community in regards to its various systems and components. The 
human community should gain a greater appreciation of landscape 
systems and components through integration and interaction. 
4. A living landscape should remain functional in regard to all of its 
various human and non-human systems and components. The 
landscape would allow for systemic operation of the various 
human and non-human communities present. 
On the other hand, the workshop participants also agreed that the practices of 
landscape planning, design, management, and maintenance should consider the following 
within the definition of the term "Living Landscapes": 
1. A living landscape should work to avoid biologically homogenous 
systems, such as monocultures. These types of systems can lead to 
weaknesses within plant and animal communities, and therefore to 
the ecosystem as a whole. 
2. A living landscape should work to avoid becoming neglected, 
especially by the human community. Integrating with, and 
appreciating, natural systems can be mutually beneficial for human 
and non-human components of the ecosystem. Dereliction, 
mistreatment, or abandonment of landscapes is often associated 
with degradation of the communities and systems living within 
those landscapes. 
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3. A living landscape should work to avoid a contrived assembly of 
human and non-human systems and components. Ecosystems 
cultivate a dynamic balance of plant and animal communities over 
time. This assembly of communities should not be hastily 
assembled without forward planning and design; allowing the 
ecosystem to adapt and develop as necessary. 
Therefore, the term "Living Landscape" can be defined as a sustainable, biologically 
diverse landscape that is highly valued by the resident human community, while maintaining 
the functionality of its various human and non-human component systems. These landscapes 
need care and attention in order to retain a dynamic balance of cultural and natural elements 
within the ecological environment. 
Workshop participants also worked to establish the following working set of "Living 
Landscapes Goals &Guiding Principles" for the conservation and creation of living 
landscapes systems: 
1. Best Management Practices (BMP's) should be established, and 
utilized, throughout the landscape industry by all members of the 
profession. These practices already form the basi s of many 
agricultural land management techniques. Techniques for reducing 
erosion, sedimentation, and the amount of industrial chemical 
compounds in groundwater could be applied to the management of 
living landscape systems. 
2. Eco-tourism opportunities should be developed and expanded 
wherever possible. Engaging the public in the interface between 
cultural and natural environmental elements can be very insightful 
for the public as well as financially lucrative for the project 
management organization. 
3. Education should be recognized as an essential component of all 
landscape planning, design, management, and maintenance 
projects, especially pertaining to the public. As people learn more 
about the landscape systems and processes that surround them, 
there are greater opportunities for engaging interaction. 
64 
4. Politics and presentations of landscape system improvements 
should be carefully considered throughout all phases of a project. 
They should be used appropriately in order to guide and direct 
actions in order to provide greatest possible benefit to cultural and 
natural environmental elements. 
5. Accessibility of landscape systems should be improved for all 
communities. Responsible methods of allowing access, while 
maintaining the ecological integrity of sensitive areas, should be 
used within landscape projects. 
6. Interdisciplinary coordination should be implemented for all 
landscape systems planning, design, management, and 
maintenance tasks. The diversity in skills and expertise of a range 
of landscape professionals should be considered. Limitations in 
the skill-set of one professional are often strengthened by the skill-
set of another. 
7. Involvement by the client(s), end-user(s), and/or general public 
should be encouraged whenever possible. This type of interaction 
helps to promote a sense of ownership, and therefore a greater 
appreciation and concern for the project as a whole. 
A number of interesting living landscape places and projects were submitted by both 
"Living Landscape Workshop" participants and "Living Landscape Follow-up Survey" 
respondents. The greatest consensus was for the "Great Midwest American Cities" of 
Madison; Wisconsin and Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota. Overall, the responses seemed to 
favor cities and communities that held great pride and responsibility for both their local 
cultural and natural environments. Many of these included extensive parks systems or 
elaborate cultural festivals. Some of the cities and communities provided excellent examples 
of living landscape potentials in their river walks, farmers markets, and greenspaces. The 
site scale projects that were submitted also seemed to display many of these same 
characteristics. Many of these projects worked to promote a diversity of "cultural" and 
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"natural" opportunities, especially through recreation, public involvement in environmental 
efforts, ease of public access, and invigorating design. 
The results of both surveys, as well as the participation in the workshop, show that 
there is a great deal of interest among landscape professionals to improve the state of the 
industry. Without this continued interest, living landscapes are not likely to proliferate 
across the Midwest, in the United States, or anywhere else in the world. Landscape 
professionals seem to be willing to collaborate in landscape planning, design, management, 
and maintenance efforts, but need a basis to strengthen their work. It appears that a 
collection of reference guidelines would not only be beneficial to the professional 
community, but would also be welcomed as a guide to aid them in their work. 
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CHAPTER 5: BEr~TEFITS OF THE RESEARCH, LIMITATIONS, OBSERVATIONS, 
RECO NDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH, AND SL~VIMARY 
Introduction 
The primary goal of this research was to find ways of improving landscape projects 
through the interactions of their "cultural" and "natural" environments. In his book Listening 
to the Land, Derrick Jensen conducts interviews with many people that have actively sought 
out means of improving cultural and natural interactions. During his interview with 
Professor Max C~elschlaeger, Oelschlaeger contends that our society's efforts are too focused 
on "culture" and not enough on "nature." "We've gone too far from nature's way. Let's 
turn, then, and look in a different direction, the direction where we begin attempting to 
preserve these natural ecosystems and biophysical processes and maintain at least the 
opportunity for people to escape the bounds of culture" (Jensen 2002, p.216). Earlier in the 
book, during Jensen's interview with ,philosopher and author Christopher Manes, Manes 
asserts that much of society's cultural separation from the natural world occurred as a result 
of technological innovations. "When texts were invented — a recent invention —our 
relationship to the world changed in profound ways. Suddenly we began to believe that 
meaning resided in texts instead of nature, in human words instead of the language of the 
world" (Jensen 2002, p. 19). 
This thesis makes a case for improving the ways that communities utilize and view 
the landscape in which they live. The landscape presents the milieu for every community's 
cultural interactions with natural systems and their components. In order to set about this 
improvement, it is important that the following three things are accomplished: 
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1. That there is an objective established to work towards 
2. That guidelines are established in order to carry out an 
improvement effort, and 
3. That precedents can be evaluated in order to understand what work 
has already been done, who has done it, and how is it significant. 
Therefore this research has worked to compile a working definition for the term "Living 
Landscapes," a working set of goals and guiding principles for the conservation and creation 
of living landscapes, and a List of places and projects that embody, in a significant way, the 
goals and guiding principles of living landscapes. 
Benefits of the Research 
This research study provides compiled data gathered from landscape professionals in 
order to provide beneficial information to these same professionals as well as their 
professional associates. The data gathered is relevant because the landscape planners, 
designers, managers, and academicians included within the research sample were 
recommended due to their expertise in their professional work. These recommendations 
were presented by various professional peers, environmental and government agencies, and 
academic researchers. The professionals included in the research sample represent 
organizations working with landscape systems that are both public and private in nature. 
Additionally, these professionals work for reputable organizations practicing across the upper 
Midwestern region. The research information gathered from these professional individuals 
has helped to provide the following benefits: 
The information that this research has helped to compile helps to provide a better 
understanding of living landscapes. This improved understanding can assist in the 
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creation of new living landscapes within an existing landscape framework. This 
understanding can also be used in existing living landscapes for further research and 
conservation efforts. 
This research can help to provide an increased interest and awareness of living landscape 
systems. This information can be utilized by governmental agencies and the general 
public as well as landscape professionals. 
Through this study, a forum for dynamic interdisciplinary discussion has been provided. 
This forum has provided an outlet for voices that have, at times, been lost, avoided, or 
otherwise not heard during landscape planning, design, management, and/or 
maintenance discussions. 
Perhaps above all, this research study has shown that collaboration of an interdisciplinary 
nature can indeed be successful. Perhaps there has been some doubt in the past that 
this type of collaboration is too difficult to manage or too costly to initiate. These 
management and budgetary restraints can, and should, be resolved in order to 
collaborate on an interdisciplinary level whenever possible. 
Limitations 
There were also a number of limitations associated with this research study. These 
limitations can be outlined as follows: 
The sample of landscape professionals included only landscape professionals 
that were located, or worked on projects, within the upper Midwest. 
Therefore, the scope may be somewhat limited to views and perceptions of 
Midwesterners. Or there may be specific circumstances or applications 
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pertinent to Midwestern landscapes that may or may not be pertinent to 
other regions. 
The sample of landscape professionals included only landscape professionals 
and landscape organizations that were generally known by, or 
recommended to, the research study team. Many professionals included in 
the study were personally recommended to the research study team 
through personal communications andJor correspondence. 
The overall sample size was fairly small. There were a total of 116 "Living 
Landscapes Surveys" initially mailed out, with 41 of these being 
completed and returned. Therefore the compiled information has been 
based on more qualitative results rather than quantitative analysis. A 
larger sample size would likely yield results that would withstand deeper 
quantitative analysis. 
The timing of distribution for the "Living Landscapes Survey" and "Living 
Landscapes Follow-up Survey", as well as the date of the "Living 
Landscapes Workshop," could have been better scheduled in order to 
coincide with a slower period for landscape professionals. The "Living 
Landscapes Surveys" were mailed out the second week of March 2004, 
the "Living Landscapes Workshop" was held on 17 April 2004, and the 
"Living Landscapes Follow-up Surveys" were mailed out the last week of 
April 2004. Since spring and early summer are such busy times for many 
landscape professionals, sending the surveys and holding the workshop 
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over the winter months may have given the sampled professionals more 
opportunity to provide feedback andlor attend the workshop. 
Observations 
During the course of this study a number of interesting occurrences were observed. 
In addition to the previously mentioned benefits of this research, these observations may help 
to provide inspiration and encouragement for further research investigations. 
The landscape professionals included in the research sample seemed very willing to 
provide time, input, and feedback in order to further this research. This was probably due, in 
large part, to a previously established motivation to assist in the improvement of landscape 
systems. Many of the responses included notes of encouragement or offerings to provide 
more assistance if time were available. 
Many of the survey responses also included an indication of the respondents' 
willingness, and eagerness, to work with an interdisciplinary team, and of the increasing call 
for these types of engagements. And though the willingness was there, some of these 
professionals were unsure of actual initiatives in this direction. But where there is a will 
there is often a way to make these tasks achievable. 
Many of the living landscape places and projects listed and described in the "Living 
Landscapes Follow-up Survey" described a co-mingling of efforts between landscape 
professionals and the general public. It is important to remember that the involvement of the 
client(s), end-user(s), andlor general public prescribed within the "Living Landscapes Goals 
& Guiding Principles" can be initiated by the landscape professional, a governmental agency, 
or a grassroots movement stemming from the general public. 
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Perhaps most importantly, the "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey" responses 
showed that building of community is of the utmost significance. This building of 
community includes both human and non-human systems and system components. It is the 
inclusion of cultural and natural systems that provides for a living landscape. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Though this research study has provided some valuable results, further research 
opportunities invite investigation. Perhaps one of the most interesting opportunities would 
be to study how the results of this research (gathered from professionals of the upper 
Midwestern United States) might agree or conflict with results gathered from professionals in 
other regions of the country, or even other parts of the world. As previously mentioned in 
the limitations, landscape professionals in the Midwest may have different priorities, 
preferences, or likes/dislikes compared to their counterparts in other regions. 
A second opportunity for further research would be to study a different focus group. 
Would landscape professionals not associated with restoration projects agree to the same or 
similar working requirements for the definition of the term "Living Landscape," or the 
"Living Landscapes Goals &Guiding Principles," or the examples of living landscape places 
and projects compiled? What about the general public? Since this research is highly 
subjective, it would be interesting to learn how a different group of individuals would 
respond to the survey and workshop instruments. 
Another opportunity would be to look into the actual nuts and bolts of how to best 
implement the strategies set forth by the "Living Landscapes Goals &Guiding Principles." 
What would be the best means of getting these recommendations out to the people interested 
in utilizing this information? Would it be best to compile the information into a clear and 
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concise packet for distribution? Who should these packets be distributed to? Would some 
sort of regular meeting or organized discussion help to further develop the living landscapes 
definition, goals, and guiding principles? Would an open forum with the public help in this 
development andlor help to secure interest and involvement? The actual implementation of 
such strategies holds much potential for further study. 
Yet another opportunity pertains to the actual "cultures" and "natures" perceived by 
the sampled landscape professionals. Within the projects described by respondents to the 
"diving ~,andscapes Follow-up Survey" there seemed to be a slight tendency to draw 
"cultural" elements, such as people and community events, towards "natural" environments, 
such as plant and animal habitats. What about the opportunities to draw more natural 
elements into highly cultural, urbanized environments? It seems that more focus has been 
spent on suburbanizing more natural areas. Densely urban areas hold potential as living 
landscapes as well. There are certainly opportunities to increase "natural" elements within 
these environments in order to reconnect urban people to natural processes and systems that 
are going on around them everyday. There is potential to include more than just inner-city 
parks and riparian systems. Expansion of these ideas could include developments in 
sustainable design; increasing the biodiversity of the plant and animal communities present; 
providing increased opportunities for involvement with, and valuing of, the surrounding 
environment by inner-city residents; or improvements into the functionality of living 
landscape systems within the human and non-human communities. 
Summary
This study was conducted in order to help improve the interactions between strongly 
human-influenced, "cultural" landscapes and less-strongly human-influenced, "natural" 
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landscapes. The ideal of a "Living Landscape" works to combine the benefits of both 
landscape systems. 
In order to begin a relevant discussion, a working definition of the term "Living 
Landscape" had to be developed. The data gathered from the "Living Landscapes Survey" 
and "Living Landscapes Workshop" aided in this development. The "Living Landscapes 
Survey" contained questions that asked participants to rate the potential for certain 
characteristic terms to be included or avoided within the "Living Landscape" definition. 
These terms were then reviewed by the workshop participants in order to value which terms 
held the most, and least, importance for consideration. 
once the definition of a living landscape had been accepted, it was necessary to 
compile a listing of "Living Landscapes Goals &Guiding Principles." These goals and 
principles can be used in order to help to bring form and function to l iving landscapes. With 
careful development and consideration, these terms could be used to facilitate the 
improvement of many landscape systems. 
However, models are always helpful. The "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey" 
was distributed in order to compile a listing of places that the sampled landscape 
professionals believed embodied the ideal of living landscapes. These places can be used as 
a basis for more in depth understanding and creative visioning for how the "Living 
Landscapes Goals &Guiding Principles" can be modeled for and applied to landscape 
planning, design, management, and maintenance environments. 
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APPENDIX A: LIVING LANDSCAPES SURVEY COVER LETTER, 
BACKGROt7ND, CONTACT INFORMATION, AND SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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LIVING LANDS~'APES SURVEY COVER LETTER 
8 March 2004 
Dear Landscape Professional: 
My name is Marcus Johnson and I am a graduate student in Landscape Architecture 
at Iowa State University. I am conducting a research project as a component of my 
Master's thesis. You are invited to participate in a dialogue that seeks to define and 
determine the value of living landscapes to human society and the natural 
environment. We will investigate the potential of living landscapes as an ideal that 
encourages better decision-making in the planning, design, and management of the 
built environment in rural and urban settings. 
You have been selected based on the recommendation and perception of peer 
practitioners, academicians, and/or land managers. They believe your scholarly 
publications, projects, and/or built works embody, in a significant way, an 
understanding of living landscapes as process and form. We are pleased to invite 
you to the Living Landscapes Workshop scheduled from 9:00 am — 12:00 pm on 
.Saturday 17 April 2004. The workshop will be held in the Auditorium at the Morton 
Arboretum in Lisle, Illinois. 
Whether or not you are able to participate in the interactive workshop, please fill out 
the enclosed Living Landscapes Survey. It will provide me with some background 
information on your thoughts and opinions about living landscapes before the 
workshop actually takes place. This data will help to inform the discussion of the 
workshop. When you are finished with the Living Landscapes Survey, please 
return it to me in the enclosed envelope. 
We welcome your experience, expertise, and leadership at this workshop. If you are 
personally unable to participate please feel free to have a representative of your 
organization respondlattend in your place. Please R.S.V.P. by email to me at 
heeehaw@ iastate.edu. Or call Professor Gary Hightshoe at 515-294-8942 if you 
have any further questions. If you cannot reach us, you may leave a message with 
Arleen Faeth in the Landscape Architecture office by calling 515-294-5676. Thank 
you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Marcus A. Johnson Gary L. Hightshoe 
Graduate Student Major Professor 
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LIVING LANDSCAPES WOI~:~~,SHOP BACKGROL;IND 
The creation of living landscapes for humanity is based on an understanding of our 
landscape heritage as an integrated ecological and cultural process and form. 
Living landscapes have evolved over time and define the genius loci of the places 
we call home. Our workshop dialogue further seeks to develop a set of guiding 
principles that help to protect and enhance the existing genius loci of heritage places 
(those with ecological or cultural integrity) and to create new places of contemporary 
genius. We also hope to use the workshop to identify regional and local community 
projects in the Upper Midwest that best exemplify the living landscape ideal in 
practice. 
Living landscapes, as a design ideal, depends on your vision. Landscape planning, 
design, and management projects in urban and rural communities today often seem 
to lack a sense of fit with the natural and cultural heritage of those places. As 
planning and design practitioners, academic researchers, and land managers we 
see the need to reflect these values in landscape planning, design, management, 
and maintenance. Each of you has a different lens, focusing on different limitations 
and opportunities, and a different range of experiences and expertise in dealing with 
living landscapes. The success of this workshop, and my thesis work, depends 
upon your willingness to share your experiences and expertise. 
The half-day workshop is organized into three activity sessions of approximately 
one hour each. The sessions will focus on: 
1. Analysis and discussion of living landscapes based on the results of the pre-workshop survey 
2. Developing goals and guiding principles for the perpetuation, enhancement, and creation of 
living landscapes through improved planning, design, and management 
3. Identification and description of Upper Midwest regionalllocal projects that exemplify the living 
landscape ideal as they embody the definitions and values above. 
My Master's thesis and workshop are being conducted under the supervision of 
Professor Gary Hightshoe from the Department of Landscape Architecture. 
Additional advice and assistance has been offered by committee members Dr. 
James Miller from the Departments of Landscape Architecture and Natural Resource 
Ecology and Management and Dr. Heidi Asbjornsen from the Department of Natural 
Resource Ecology and Management. 
Participation is voluntary. The information and comments you contribute to the 
Living Landscapes Survey and Living Landscapes Workshop may be 
summarized and included in my thesis publication. However, your identity will be 
kept strictly confidential. A copy of the workshop report, including the planning, 
design, management, and maintenance guidelines proposed through the discussion, 
will be available upon request. 
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WORKSHOP AND CONTACT INFORMATION 
Saturday 17 Apri f 2004 
9:00 am -12:00 pm 
Auditorium -Morton Arboretum 
Morton Arboretum 
4100 Illinois Route 53 
Lisle, I L 60532-1293 
Directions: 
Located 25 miles west of Chicago, The Morton Arboretum is just west of 
Interstate 355 and north of I-88 on Illinois Route 53. 
- Westbound I-88: exit north onto Route 53. 
- Eastbound I-88: follow signs onto southbound I-355 and exit 
immediately to westbound Ogden Avenue (Route 34}. Continue west 
on Ogden to Route 53 north. Proceed north less than one mile to 
entrance. 
- I-355: Follow signs and exit onto westbound I-88. 
- From the Burlington Northern train station in Lisle, access the 
Arboretum via cab. 
Contact Information: 
Marcus Johnson, Grad. Student in Landscape Arch. &Principal Investigator 
Department of Landscape Architecture 
146 Design 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA 50011-3094 
(ph): 515-294-5676 
(e): heehaw@iastate.edu 
Gary Hightshoe, Landscape Arch. Professor &Grad. Student Major Professor 
Department of Landscape Architecture 
146 Design 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA 50011-3094 
(ph): 515-294-8942 
(e): glh@iastate.edu 
Arleen Faeth, Landscape Arch. Department Administrative Assistant 
Departrent of Landscape Architecture 
146 Design 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA 50011-3094 
(ph): 515-294-5676 
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LIVING LANDSCAPES SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
Demographic Questions 
Practice Background 
Please respond to the following questions by circling your choice or writing on the 
lines provided. Your answers will help to provide us with a background of 
professionals concerned with living landscapes. 
1. What is the highest level of education that you have completed? 
1 =High School or less 
2 =Vocational or technical diploma/certificate 
3 =Some college but no Bachelor's Degree 
4 = B.A., B.S., or equivalent 
5 =Graduate degree, Master's, Ph.D., etc. 
6 =Other (please describe): 
2. What was the primary focus of your education? 
1 =Landscape Architecture 
2 =Community and Regional Planning 
3 =Biology 
4 =Forestry 
5 =Horticulture 
6 =Other (please describe): 
3. How many years experience do you have working with landscape systems? 
1 = 0-5 years 
2 = 6-10 years 
3=11-15 years 
4 = 16-20 years 
5 = 21-25 years 
6 = 26+ years 
4. What is your current occupation (e.g., Landscape Architect, Civil Engineer, 
Planning Engineer, Forester, Land Manager, etc.)? 
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5. What are your major job responsibilities (e.g., project management, public 
relations, administration, scientific monitoring, nursery production, etc.}? 
6. What type of practice does your organization specialize in (e.g., ecological 
restoration, cultural development, community development, housing development, 
nursery production, horticultural training, etc.)? 
Sense of Place 
Your personal opinions and beliefs may affect andlor be affected by the place in 
which you live. The following questions pertain to your current residence and your 
feelings towards your current surroundings. This might include your neighborhood, 
city, rural housing development, rural community, or other residential environment. 
7. How would you describe your place of residence? 
1 =Rural 
2 =Urban 
3 =Suburban 
4 =Other (please describe): 
8. How many years have you lived in this area? 
1 = 0-5 years 
2 = 6-10 years 
3 = 11-15 years 
4 = 16-20 years 
5 = 21-25 years 
6 = 26+ years 
9. What do you like best about the cu Itu ral environment of your hometown? 
10. What do you I i ke least about the cu Itu ral environment of you r hometown? 
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11. What do you like best about the natural environment of your hometown? 
12. What do you like least about the natural environment of your hometown? 
Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes 
Part A — Living Landscape Characteristics 
Living landscapes are defined by their characteristics. A general definition of living 
landscapes is that they are an environmentally conscious and socially responsible 
ideal that encourages better decision-making in the planning, design, and 
management of the built environment. The following characteristics have been used 
by others as they've evaluated landscapes that could be considered living 
landscapes. Please indicate the degree to which you feel the following landscape 
descriptors are characteristic of a living landscape by circling the appropriate 
number on the scale below. 
Not characteristic Strong characteristic 
1. Biologically diverse 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. Vernacular landscape 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. Revelatory 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4. Ethnically homogenous 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5. Genius loci 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. Designed 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. Cultural 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. Maintained ,~~, ~-~ ~- 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
9. Interactive 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 ._,,~, ,,n.,._~,.,-.- 
10. Sustainable ~~~ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 ~~:.~.~ 
11. Ethnically diverse 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. Ephemeral 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13. Organic 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
14. Biologically homogenous 0_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15. Protected 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
16. Sacred 0 - 1 2 3 4 5 6 
17. Engineered 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
18. Func#ional 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
19. Unplanned 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
20. Complex 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
21. Dynamic 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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22. 'Managed 
23. Fragmented 
,, 24. Negfected~;
25. Natural 
26. _ ;Simple 
27. Conserved __ .. . 
28. Confrived 
29. Developed 
30. Valued 
Not characteristic 
0 1 2~ ,. 
0 1 2 
..~_ 0 
,
1 2 
0 1 2 
. ~ .~ 1 2 
0 1 2 3 4 
2 3 
0 1 2 3 
0 1 2 3_ 4 
.~
0
Strong characteristic 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 
4 
4 
Please list any other descriptors that you believe should be considered as 
characteristics of living landscapes. 
5 
5 
5 
Part B —Potential for Living Landscapes 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
In the workshop that 1 am conducting we will discuss how we might better utilize the 
concepts of the living landscape ideal in professional practice and experience. The 
following questions will help me better understand your thoughts and opinions on the 
potential for living landscapes. Please indicate your response to the following 
questions by circling the appropriate answer. 
1. Do you believe that the integration of natural systems with the cultural landscape 
is practical? 
1 =Yes 
2=No 
3 =Not certain 
2. Do you believe that the integration of natural systems with the cultural landscape 
is necessary? 
1 =Yes 
2=No 
3 =Not certain 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements by circling the 
appropriate number on the scale below. 
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3. There seems to be a lack of input from scientists such as biologists and ecologists 
in the development of living landscape guidelines. 
Strongly Disagree 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 
4. There seems to be a lack of scientific understanding among planners, designers, 
and land managers. 
Strongly Disagree 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 
5. There seems to be a lack of input from sociologists and other social scientists. 
Strongly Disagree 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 
Thank you very much for completing this survey. Please return it in the enclosed 
return envelope. If you would like to receive compiled results from this survey, 
please provide your contact information below. (Names and addresses will be 
removed prior to analysis of the above data) 
Name: 
Organization: 
Street Address: 
City:  State:  Zip: 
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W01~~~5HOP OUTLINE 
Greetings, thank you all for attending today's workshop. If, at any time throughout 
the workshop session, you have a question or concern about the proceedings or 
terminology used, please fee! free to ask for further clarification. Following is a brief 
outline and description of the workshop sections: 
Workshop Outline 
Greetings &Introduction (9:00) 
1. Defining &Valuing Living Landscapes 
In this section of the workshop we will address the outcomes and 
assessments of the Living Landscapes Survey that was distributed with your 
invitation letters. Additionally, we hope to gain further feedback from you on your 
perceptions of living landscapes and how our definition of living landscape could be 
improved to better reflect your personal values and practice experience. 
Short Break (10:00) 
I1. Developing Living Landscape Goals &Guiding Principles (10:10) 
In this section of the workshop we hope to use your feedback to build a set of 
goals &guiding principles that we can all follow in order to continue to improve 
landscape system planning, design, and management. As a large group we will 
discuss goals and objectives that we hope to accomplish through our practice with 
living landscapes. 
Short Break (11:00) 
III. Identification &Description of Living Landscape Projects (11:10) 
In this section of the workshop we hope to learn about existing or proposed 
projects that could currently be considered examples of living landscapes. Through 
group discussion we will create a listing of these projects, their locations, and their 
feature attributes that qualify them as living landscapes. 
Conclusion &Wrap-up (11:45) 
As we finish up we will distribute a brief workshop evaluation to gain feedback 
on your perceptions of the organization of the workshop and its benefit to you as a 
participant. 
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HANDOUT MATERIALS 
t. Defining & Valuing Living Landscapes 
After valuing these characteristics individually, we will share them in small workshop groups. Please 
form groups of two or three with individuals wearing nametags different from yours (i.e., if you have a 
blue mark, group with yellow and/or red nametags, as much as possible). Within your small groups, 
discuss and defend your characteristic valuations. After you have heard the values expressed by 
others and discussed their reasoning, re-evaluate the characteristics. As a group, please indicate the 
relative importance (value) for each of the living landscape characteristics below. You have a value 
scale of 100 points. Please distribute these points between each of the characteristics in an amount 
of your choosing. Characteristics of equal value should be given the same number of points. Others 
may be of little or no importance and should be valued accordingly. You must assign all 100 points in 
your ranking. Each group should also appoint a spokesperson. The group's spokesperson will 
present a summary of the group's values and rationale for the top and bottom three characteristics on 
the large tablets provided as well as sharing the results with the collective workshop group in further 
discussion. Please turn in your completed evaluation results to the workshop staff. 
Sustainable 
Functional 
Beautiful 
Interactive 
Biologically 
Diverse 
Unplanned 
Balanced 
Fragmented 
Ethnically 
Homogenous 
Didactic 
Indigenous 
Accessible 
Valued 
Dynamic 
Top three: 
Holistic 
Natural 
Neglected 
Contrived 
Developed 
Biologically 
Homogenous 
Temporal 
Bottom three: 
Please use space below (and back of page, if necessary) to record your group's discussion process. 
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Group Discussion of Living Landscapes 
Living landscapes are further qualified by land use and change over time. What are the challenges, 
in terms of opportunities and limitations, in fostering living landscape values for the land use 
situations below? In your same small groups you will be assigned two of the following land use 
situations for discussion. Please record 2-3 key opportunities/limitations that these land use 
situations can contribute toward a definition of living landscapes on your pads. After about 10 
minutes we will re-convene with the collective workshop group where your small group's appointed 
spokesperson will overview key points of this discussion. 
Industry 
Commerce 
Uti I ities 
Agriculture 
Institutions (governments, churches, schools, hospitals) 
Urban communities 
Suburban communities 
Rural communities 
Transportation 
Parks &greenbelts 
Recreation 
Natural interfaces 
Cultural interfaces 
Please use space below (and back of page, if necessary) to record your group's discussion process. 
Please turn in your completed discussion notes to the workshop staff. 
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ll. Developing Living Landscaae Goals &Guiding, ..Principles 
In this day of increasingly complex and challenging planning, design, and management, it would be 
advantageous to living landscape supporters if it were possible to articulate some guiding principles 
that might empower others to better visualize the big-picture benefits of conserving and creating living 
landscapes. As a group we will discuss and brainstorm as many creative guidelines as we can think 
of that would be a template for the design of new "landscapes for living." Dur guidelines will be 
written on tablets and shared with the entire workshop. Please record your own thoughts and 
opinions as we carry out our discussion in the space below (and back of page, if necessary). 
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I11. Identification &Description of Living Landscape Projects 
Living landscapes are more than a mere definition and listing of goals and objectives. There are 
examples that wave the banner of the living landscape ideal throughout the Midwest. As a collective 
workshop group we will compile the names of great Upper Midwestern cities or rural communities that 
exemplify the definition and values of living landscapes as discussed earlier in the workshop. 
Discussion will include why these landscapes, cities, or communities are considered exemplary. 
These sites will also be marked on a map. 
Beginning first in your same small groups, please list (and locate on provided maps) the names and 
locations of three Great Midwest American Cities and three Great Midwest Rural Communities. Also, 
please record your small group's reasoning for these choices. 
Great Midwest American Cities Great Midwest Rural Communities 
1.   1.  
2.   2.  
3.   3.  
Similarly, what planning, design, or management projects {at a site scale) in the Midwest region do 
you believe wave the banner of living landscape as an ideal; and why have these projects been so 
successful. Please locate and label these on the provided maps as well. 
2.  
3.  
Based upon our definition of living landscapes, and their value to community, are there projects 
authored by your organization that you would consider to exemplify the attributes of living 
landscapes? Please name these, as well as the strong points of their design, and label on the 
provided maps. 
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WORI~►SHOP EVALUATION 
Please help to rate the effectiveness of this workshop. 
1. Was the workshop beneficial to you? 
Yes  No  Not certain 
2. If so, how was it beneficial? 
3. Did the workshop seem to be well organized? 
Yes  No 
4. How could this workshop be improved? 
If you would like to receive compiled results from today's workshop, please provide 
your contact information below. (Names and addresses will be removed prior to 
analysis of the above data) 
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LIVING LANDSCAPES FOLLOW-UP SURVEY COVER LETTER 
April 29, 2004 
Dear Landscape Professional: 
Thank you for completing the Living Landscapes Survey that I sent you several weeks ago. Your 
timely response helped me frame the learning outcomes and dialogue at the Living Landscapes 
Workshop held at the Morton Arboretum, Lisle, Illinois, on April 17 As the result of the observations 
and questions brought forward by the workshop participants, 1 request that you take a few additional 
minutes to reflect on, and reply to, the questions in the enclosed Follow-up Survey. 
What we have learned thus far: 
In the first survey, I asked you to define living landscapes by identifying those characteristics that best 
qualify these landscapes as an ideal. Such landscapes are to be understood, conserved, and 
emulated in contemporary landscape planning, design, and management. Biologically diverse, 
interactive, sustainable, functional, dynamic, natural, and valued are the seven terms that the 35 
survey respondents believe best describe living landscapes. On the other hand, the respondents 
believe that ethnically homogenous, biologically homogenous, unplanned, fragmented, neglected, 
contrived, and developed landscapes are terms that are farthest from the ideal and are to be avoided 
in landscape planning, design, and management. 
Participants at the workshop narrowed the living landscape definition to four most valued and 
revelatory qualities: sustainable, biologically diverse, valued, and functional. The terms chosen as 
having the least value are biologically homogenous, neglected, and contrived. 
What we hope to learn in the enclosed survey: 
The enclosed Follow-up Survey asks you to identify great Midwest cities, rural communities, and 
built projects that exemplify the definition and values above of the living landscape ideal. i would also 
like to know why you consider these cities, communities, and built projects to be exemplary. List the 
cultural and/or natural elements that make these places great in your opinion. These great cities, 
rural communities, and built projects may serve as inspiration and planning, design, or management 
models for the creation of new places with equally unique characteristics and values. 
Your timely response to the Follow-up Survey and continued support of my thesis is greatly 
appreciated. Please use the self-addressed stamped envelope enclosed for your convenience. Feel 
free to contact me by email at heeehaw @ iastate.edu if you have any questions. If you cannot reach 
me, you may leave a message with Arleen Faeth in the Landscape Architecture office by calling 515-
294-5676. I will return your correspondence at the earliest opportunity. 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Marcus A. Johnson Gary L. Hightshoe 
Graduate Student Major Professor 
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LIVING LANDSCAPES FOLLOW-UP SURVEY: EXEMPLAR MIDWEST PLACES 
Living landscapes are more than a mere definition and idealized sense of place. They are physical 
realities recognized by many citizens as great Midwestern regional places that embody the 
characteristics and values identified by the Living Landscapes Survey and Workshop respondents. 
This survey seeks to identify the great Upper Midwest cities and rural communities that exemplify our 
definition and values. 
Please list the names and locations (state) of three cities and three rural communities. Also record 
what makes them great in your opinion. 
Great Midwest American Cities What makes them great: 
1.   1.  
2.   2.  
3.   3.  
Great Midwest Rural Communities What makes them great: 
2.   2.  
3.   3.  
(Over please) 
93 
Similarly, what site scale planning, design, or management projects in the Midwest region do you 
believe wave the banner of living landscape as an ideal? What makes these projects so successful? 
Please provide city and state location of project. 
Project Name &Location What makes project great: 
2.  2. 
3.  3.  
Based upon our definition of living landscapes, and their value to community, are there projects 
planned, designed, or managed by your organization that you would consider to exemplify the 
attributes of living landscapes? Please name these, give their city and state location, as well as the 
strong points of their design. 
Project Name &Location What makes them great: 
2.   2.  
3.   3.  
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DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS —PRACTICE BACKGROUND 
Question 1: What is the highest level of education that you have completed? 
High 
School or 
less 
Vocational 
or technical 
diploma/ 
certificate 
Some 
college but 
no 
Bachelor's 
Degree 
B.A., B.S., 
or 
equivalent _ 
Graduate 
degree, 
Master's, 
Ph.D., etc. Other 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 1 14 26 0 41 
Percent 0 0 2.4 34.1 63.4 0 100 
Question 2: What was the primary focus of your education? 
Landscape 
Architecture 
Community 
and 
Regional 
Planning Biology Forestry _Horticulture Other 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 10 1 7 9 2 18 47 
Percent 21.3 2.1 14.9 19.1 4.3 38.3 100 
Responses given as "Other": 
• Botany 
• Outdoor Recreation 
• Outdoor Recreation Management 
~ Zoology /Wildlife Ecology 
• Restoration, Management and Design 
• Agronomy 
~ Organization Leadership 
• Architectural Studies and Geography 
• Plant Ecology 
• Coastal Geology and Engineering 
• Geology 
• Agr. Engineering 
• Wildlife Management 
• Business 
• Landscape Design and Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 
• Mathematics 
• Anthropology 
• Natural Resources and Law 
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Question 3: How many years experience do you have working with landscape systems? 
0-5 years 6-10 yea rs 
11-15 
years 
16-20 
years 
21-25 
years 26+ years 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 2 5 7 6 6 15 41 
Percent 4.9 12.2 17.1 14.6 14.6 36.6 100 
Questions 4, 5, and 6: What is your current occupation (e.g., Landscape Architect, Civil 
Engineer, Planning Engineer, Forester, Land Manager, etc.)? What are your major job 
responsibilities (e.g., project management, public relations, administration, scientific 
monitoring, nursery production, etc.)? What type of practice does your organization 
specialize in (e.g., ecological restoration, cultural development, community 
development, housing development, nursery production, horticultural training, etc.)? 
Question 4 —Occupation Question 5 —Responsibilities Question 6 —Specialization 
Plant Ecolo ist g 
Natural Resource 
Management 
Natural Resource 
Management 
Natural Resource Mana er g 
Project Management and 
Administration Ecolo ical Restoration g 
Wetland Specialist 
Wetland Restoration through 
Federal and State cost-share 
ro rams P 9 
Ecolo ical Restorations and g 
Soil and Water Conservation 
Natural Resource Consultant Project Mana ement ~ g 
. 
Restoration of Natural 
Resources 
Land Manager Project Management Water Resource Management 
Landsca a Architect p Project Mana ement ~ g 
Recreational Trails Planning 
and Design 
Landscape Architect Project Management, Administration Ecological Restoration 
Studio Mana er and Project g ~ Coordinator I Landscape 
Architecture and Planning 
30% internal "Studio" 
Management (Administration), 
50% Project Mana ement ~ g 20% Marketing/Outreach 
Sustainable 
Design/Planning/Water 
Resource 
En ineerin /Ecolo ical g g g 
Assessment and Restoration, 
etc. 
Professor of Animal Ecology - - 
Landscape Architect / 
Restoration Ecolo ist g 
National Program 
Management -communication 
of technology, applied 
research, public awareness, 
and training 
_ 
Government oversight and 
support of State Departments 
of Transportation (DOT's) 
Senior Ecologist /Landscape 
Architect 
. 
Project Manager - 
Administration Ecolo ical Restoration g 
Ecos stem Com onent Sales y P Associate (Seed Salesman) 
Phone Consulting, Native 
Ecosystem Restoration, Seed 
Sales 
Ecolo ical Restoration /Seed 9 
Sales 
Native Seed and Plant 
Nursery-Owner 
Production, Marketing, and 
Sales _Nursery 
Ecological Restoration and 
Production 
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Owner, Operator, Practitioner 
of Restoration Company 
Project conception, direction, 
sales, some implementation, 
business management, team 
building, and personnel 
management 
Ecological Restoration, 
Ecological Management, Plant 
and Seed Production, Public 
Relations 
Associate Professor of 
Biology, Plant Ecologist 
Consultant 
Research in plant ecology, 
education 
Senior Ecologist 
Project Management -
Biological Surveys -Resource 
Inventories, Restoration 
Planning, Restoration Services 
(on the ground) 
Water/Natural Resources, 
Landscape Architecture, 
Planning, Civil Engineering, 
Architecture, and others 
Landscape Architect 
Design, Design Coordination, 
Project Management, Public 
Speaking 
Public Arboretum 
Academic 
Forester and Grant 
Administrator 
Research and Teaching 
Administration 
Land-use planning and 
community development 
research 
Providing natural resources 
grants in Illinois 
Professor of Landscape 
Architecture 
Landscape Teaching and 
Research Education 
Professor in Landscape 
Architecture 
Instruction, Research, Public 
Service 
Professor Research, Teaching, Service 
Ecological Restoration 
Academic 
Professor Emeritus -Biological 
Sciences —University of 
Illinois at Chicago 
Scientific Monitoring, Nursery 
Production Ecological Restoration 
Landscape Architect Business and Project Oversight 
Ecological Restoration, 
Nursery Production, Native 
Landscaping Design/Build 
Chief Environmental Scientist 
Project manager for various 
projects which include: 
wetland delineations and 
monitoring, tree surveys, 
vegetative monitoring, United 
States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USAGE) 
permitting, E & T searches, 
ecological restoration plans, 
etc. 
Engineering, Surveying, and 
Environmental 
Beach and Wetland Design 
and Engineering Design and Engineering Ecological Restoration 
Environmental /Wetland 
Consultant 
Consultant 
Consulting Ecologist and Land 
Use Planning 
Project Management 
Administration 
Project Management, Public 
Relations, Administration, and 
Scienti#ic Monitoring for Public 
and Private Clients 
Project Management 
Civil Engineering /Ecological 
Restoration Consulting 
Ecological Restoration, 
Housing Development, and 
Corp of Engineers (COE) 
Violations 
Environmental Impact 
Statements and 
Transportation Planning 
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Environmental Planning 
Consultant 
Project Mana ement ~ g Administration, and getting the 
work and doing some of the 
work 
Review, development and 
modification of highway and 
rail plans to identify, avoid 
and/or mitigate adverse 
impacts on natural systems, 
including air, water, wetlands -
plus social and economic 
Contractor (Manager) 
Project Management, 
Business Development, 
Estimating 
Ecological Restoration, 
Landscape Development 
Engineering Designer / GIS 
Specialist 
Project Management and 
Production 
Ecological Restoration and 
Water Resources 
Restoration Ecologist 
Managing Natural Landscapes 
(prairies, woods, wetlands) -
developing management 
plans, recovery plan for rare 
species 
Forest Preserve District 
F t r ores a 
Monitoring (forest inventory 
and follow-up on management 
action), tree planting, and 
management implementation 
Mississippi River Bottomland 
forestry management 
Anthro olo ist p g 
Project Management, 
Administration Cultural Resource Compliance 
Environmental Advocate Public Education and Persuasion Watershed Protection 
Landscape Architect 
Academic Practitioner ~ ) 
Public Practice, Community 
Action, and Landscape 
Planning 
Community Development / 
Ecological Planning _ 
Academic Research and Education 
+ 
Restoration 
Urban Forester 
Community Outreach, 
Education, and Technical 
Support 
It's a public .garden/museum: 
1) Education 2) Research 3) 
Collections (museum) 
Landsca a Ar hitect p c
Meet with Clients, Design, 
Sales, Project Management, 
and Supervising Design 
Department 
Residential Design Bid / 
Commercial Spec and Bid 
Landscape Architect 
Client Development, Design, 
Project Management, and 
Administration 
Landsca a Architecture p 
Design/Build 
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DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS —SENSE OF PLACE 
Question 7: How would you describe your place of residence? 
Rural Urban Suburban Other Total Number 
Frequency 12 9 20 0 41 _ 
Percent 29.3 22.0 48.8 0 _ 100 
Question 8: How many years have you lived in this area? 
0-5 years 6-10 years 
11-15 
years 
16-20 
years 
21-25 
years 26+ years 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 7 10 7 2 2 13 41 
Percent 17.1 24.4 17.1 4.9 4.9 31.7 _ 100 
Questions 9 and 10: What do you like best about the cultural environment of your 
hometown? What do you like least about the cultural environment of your hometown? 
Question 9 —Like Best Question 10 —Like Least 
Friendly people Recent suburban sprawl 
Small town flavor Uninvolved residents -Lack of community 
It is a farm-based area &community Too close to larger city 
_ Limited opportunity for youth to be exposed to 
other cultural/ethnic backgrounds 
Not over-populated Not enough cultural diversity 
Friendly people, slower pace, less traffic Lack of downtown area with viable &diverse shops, restaurants and public gathering areas 
Mixed economic environment Traffic 
Not much -it's suburbia, but that isn't why I 
chose to live where I do Lack of diversity (ethnic/social/economic) 
Good variety of sports and performing arts to 
choose from 
Lack of a good arts movie theater that shows 
foreign and documentary films 
Wide range available Change is slow 
Small town rural living close to big city Lack of cultural diversity - "Whitebread" 
Historic buildings Highway sprawl 
We have no hometown -
Interesting and typical cross-section of our 
society Short-sightedness 
Small town atmosphere, strong community 
feeling 
_ 
Diverse and active Nearly overwhelming number of choices for cultural activities 
Affordable, conveniently located Decentralized shopping districts, dense and overcrowded 
Small size Traffic /Sprawl 
100 
Madison is a progressive, vibrant, and lively 
city 
S ravel p. 
. . . Diversity, constant public activities, highly 
educated 
We have a culture of indecision -particularly 
when it comes to urban development and 
growth 
Friendly, environmentally aware, live 
performances Lack of diversity (ethnic) 
Town-like atmosphere in a large metro area Somewhat a bedroom community 
Within walking distance of restaurants, library, 
video store, microbrewery, etc. Proximity to 
work (6 miles) 
Congestion 
Strong environmental awareness Status conscious 
Naperville -The downtown area, small city, big 
parks, riverwalk Too man eo le y p p 
Part of the home farm Growth of unsuitable natural resource areas 
Generally quiet, neighborhoods are social, low 
crime It is growing, becoming more crow ded 
2-block walk to Lake Michigan, also University 
and access to entire metro area theatre and 
music by good transportation links 
I'm satisfied - What I miss are the natural land 
aspects of the 20+ acres on which I lived for 16 
years with multiple vegetative regimes, streams 
running through it, and ability to see stars at 
night, and seasonal changes in woods &prairie 
Urban access without urban densities Distance from urban center 
Access to events/resources Lack of distinct character/community 
It's remnant history -geology Near-complete disregard of past history 
Old homes and neighborhoods, friendly folks Taxes 
Convenient Resources Traffic Congestion 
Access Too much focus on consumption 
Pedestrian environment, med-small town Sprawling new development disconnected from the places people .live, work, and play 
Small enough but not too small Sprawl 
Nothin g 
Horrible commercial development, gargantuan 
mall, milk-toast white people 
Opportunity to do and see a lot Traffic, cost of living 
Diversity, environmental awareness, small 
town feel. in afast-growing area 
Poor commercial planning and traffic/vehicular 
planning 
Questions 11 and 12: What do you like best about the natural environment of your 
hometown? What do you like least about the natural environment of your hometown? 
Question 11 -Like Best Question 12 -Like Least 
Proximity of Lake Red Rock, Lake Auquabi 
State Park, and Woodland Mounds Preserve Too few natural areas 
Access to large tracts of public land, 
recreational trails 
. Poor planning in regards to growth 
The diverse habitats found within a few miles The ambitions of farmers to clear even more cropland 
The quiet Too small/heavily impacted from agriculture 
Bonded with this biome - Savanna/Prairie and 
Four Seasons Water ualit /Suburbans ravel q y p 
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Bluffs, outcroppings and woodlands along 
Duck Creek 
Nearby wetland systems 
Variety of ecosystems 
Richard Pohl Prairie Preserve (Ames High) and 
Ada Hayden Heritage Park 
It is valued and abundant 
How native species still are "hanging on" 
The rugged undeveloped landscape. 
Timber, prairie, streams, river, wildlife 
Mississippi River, Significant protected area 
(25%), Rural character 
Lack of adequate and quality public access to 
Mississippi River 
Typical sprawl encroaching on existing 
Wetlands 
Lack of "urban" ecological infrastructure 
The sad condition of our streams and rivers 
Invasive plant potential damage unrecognized 
Corn and beans 
Degraded unmanaged landscapes 
Land greed &abuse of natural resources 
Nothing 
Proximity to several natural areas (wetland) 
Twin Cities has outstanding network of parks, 
natural areas, and open spaces 
Several forest preserves located in the area -
bike trails 
Flowering plants 
Tree landscapes 
Several lakes and varied terrain 
Lack of good native remnants of prairie and 
forest 
(Excessive) human pressure on natural areas 
composition, structure, and function 
Need to drive to the bike trails - no street 
routes 
Summer heat 
Lack of care/management of the tree 
landscape 
Loss of open space and, adjacent farmland 
Lakes, rolling topography, closeness to natural 
remnants Its decline 
Many parks, open space, natural systems Fragmented, too many exotics 
Close to forest preserve and Wolf Road Prairie Forest preserve in need of better management 
Local county parks are nice Too much agricultural land 
Belmont Prairie -one of the best examples of 
tallgrass prairie around -Lyman Woods Forest 
Preserve District -Morton Arboretum 
You have to drive to get to them 
Beach &bluff coastal environment 
Large Forest Preserves, the Naperville 
Riverwalk Not enough ecologic /topographic diversity 
Consideration of natural resource data base 
A lot of open space; prairies, etc. 
Lakefront parks and continuous bicycle and 
walking path -that is the public investment that 
makes the lake accessible -plenty of trees and 
residential gardens 
Open space 
Open space and trail system 
Numerous wetlands 
Lack of understanding of natural resource data 
base 
it takes away from the tax base -highest taxes 
in the county 
Paved surfaces and building mass really have 
affected our micro-climate and intertered with 
the cleansing effects of seasonal winds - I'd 
add that VERY POOR WINTER SNOW 
MANAGEMENT here makes the pedestrian 
experience unpleasant and dangerous - in 
contrast to 20 acres covered with "our own" 
snow...i.e., in winter here, the "natural" is rather 
unpleasant 
Agricultural influence in lieu of natural spaces 
Amount sacrificed for development 
Too much agricultural land that's plowed every 
fall 
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Fairly good park system in Rock Island 
Has all the usual problems associated with 
urban areas: habitat loss, increased runoff and 
storm sewer vectors to river, increased 
pollution, lots of neighbors applying huge 
amounts of fertilizer 
The diversity People's use as dumping grounds 
4 seasons Not given proper priority 
Riparian systems; birds everywhere 
_ 
Water quality and air quality 
Clean 
_ 
Lack of diversity 
. Proximity of Forest Preserve Young, homogenous, boring, suburban landsca es P 
Dak trees, woodlands 
. 
Not enough elevation change 
Parks s t ith in-t wn r - ys em, rigid standards w o e 
develo meat standards, her~ta e p 9 
Impact on wetlands, natural stormwater 
mana ement lack of , lack of re and to an g ~ ~ g y and all natural issues with mass development 
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DEFINING AND VALUING LI VING LANDSCAPES — PART A —LIVING 
LANDSCAPE CHARACTERISTICS 
Question 1: Rating of term "Biologically diverse" as a descriptive characteristic of a 
living landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 5.18 
Rating 
_ (0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 1 1 4 18 16 y 40 
Percent 0 0 2.5 2.5 10 45 40 100 
Question 2: Rating of term "Vernacular landscape" as a descriptive characteristic of a 
living landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.00 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 1 2 2 7 9 7 7 35 
Percent 2.9 5.7 5.7 20 25.7 20 20 100 
Question 3: Rating of term "Revelatory" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
lacndscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 3.50 
Rating 
_ _ _ (0 =Not characteristic __ 6 = _Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Tota i 
Number 
Frequency 0 3 4 8 7 6 2 30 
Percent 
, 
0 10 13.3 26.7 23.3 20 6.7 100 
Question 4: Rating of term "Ethnically homogenous" as a descriptive characteristic of a 
living lacndscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 1.97 
Rating 
(0 =Not characteristic 6 = Strona characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 7 6 11 10 3 1 0 38 
Percent 18.4 15.8 28.9 26.3 7.9 2.6 0 100 
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Question 5: Rating of term "Genius loci" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.28 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 3 6 7 6 7 _ 29 
Percent 0 0 10.3 20.7 24.1 20.7 24.1 100 
Question 6: Rating of term "Designed" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 3.38 
Rating 
(0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 1 4 6 7 12 2 ~ 5 37 
Percent 2.7 10.8 16.2 18.9 32.4 5.4 13.5 100 
Question 7: Rating of term "Cultural" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
lacndscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.36 
Rating 
(0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 3 _ 4 14 9 7 _ 37 
Percent 0 0 8.1 10.8 37.8 24.3 18.9 100 
Question 8: Rating of term "Maintained" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
lacndscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 3.68 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 _ 5 6 
Tota i 
Number 
Frequency 0 1 4 14 8 9 2 38 
Percent 0 2.6 10.5 36.8 21.1 23.7 5.3 100 
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Question 9: Rating of term "Interactive" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.76 
Rating 
= Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 
,- 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 1 4 9 12 11 37 
Percent 0 0 2.7 10.8 24.3 _ 32.4 _ 29.7 100 
Question 10: Rating of term "Sustainable" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 5.16 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 ~ 6 
Tota 1 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 1 5 4 5 23 38 
Percent 0 0 _ 2.6 13.2 _ 10.5 13.2 _ 60.5 _ 100 
Question 11: Rating of term "Ethnically diverse" as a descriptive characteristic of a 
living landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 3.81 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Tota I 
Number 
Frequency 1 3 3 7 9 7 _ 6 36 
Percent 2.8 8.3 8.3 19.4 25 19.4 16.7 100 
Question 12: Rating of term "Ephemeral" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 3.05 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
_ Number 
Frequency 5 5 4 5 8 7 3 37 
Percent 13.5 13.5 10.8 13.5 21.6 i 8.9 8.1 100 
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Question 13: Rating of term "Organic" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.03 
Rating 
= Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 
.-
1 2 3 4 5 fi
Totaf 
Number 
Frequency 1 1 3 7 9 7 7 35 
Percent 2.9 2.9 8.6 20 25.7 20 20 100 
Question 14: Rating of term "Biologically homogenous" as a descriptive characteristic 
of a living landscape. 
Overall Group Mean.: 1.24 
Rating 
= Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 
,- 
1 2 3 4 5 fi
Total 
Number 
Frequency 17 9 5 3 1 3 0 38 
Percent 44.7 23.7 13.2 7.9 2.6 7.9 0 _ 100 
Question 15: Rating of term "Protected" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 3.95 
Rating 
= Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 
_- 
1 2 3 
- 
4 
-
5 _ 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 2 0 3 10 9 6 8 38 
Percent 5.3 0 7.9 26.3 23.7 15.8 _ 21.1 100 
Question 16: Rating of term "Sacred" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 2.58 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Tota i 
Number 
Frequency 7 5 3 9 _ 7 3 2 36 
Percent 19.4 13.9 8.3 25 19.4 8.3 5.6 100 
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Question 17: Rating of term "Engineered" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 2.45 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Tota! 
Number _ 
Frequency 5 
_ 
7 _ 6 11 _ 4 5 0 _ 38 
Percent 13.2 18.4 15.8 28.9 10.5 13.2 0 100 
Question 18: Rating of term "Functional" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.74 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 
_ 
1 5 7 15 10 38 
Percent 
_ 
0 0 
~ 
2.6 13.2 18.4 39.5 26.3 100 
Question 19: Rating of term "Unplanned" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
lacndscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 2.37 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 _ 4 5 ~ 6 
Total 
Number _ 
Frequency 7 4 6 14 5 0 2 38 
Percent 18.4 
_ 
10.5 15.8 36.8 13.2 0 5.3 100 
Question 20: Rating of term "Complex" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.30 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Tota I 
Number 
Frequency ~ 1 1 2 6 8 10 9 37 
Percent 2.7 2.7 5.4 16.2 21.6 27 24.3 100 
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Question 21: Rating of term "Dynamic" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 5.03 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 _ 5 
~ 
6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 0 2 8 14 13 37 
Percent 0 0 0 5.4 21.6 37.8 35.1 100 
Question 22: Rating of term "Managed" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.00 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 1 0 2 ~ 11 9 9 5 37 
Percent 
, 
2.7 0 5.4 29.7 24.3 24.3 13.5 100 
Question 23: Rating of term "Fragmented" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 2.05 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 8 6 10 7 3 1 2 37 
Percent 21.6 16.2 27 18.9 8.1 2.7 5.4 100 
Question 24: Rating of term "Neglected" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 1.49 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Tota! 
Number 
Frequency 11 10 8 ~ 6 0 ~ 1 1 37 
Percent 29.7 27 21.6 16.2 0 2.7 2.7 100 
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Question 25: Rating of term "Natural" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.53 
Rating 
(0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 1 0 
_ 
2 4 8 13 9 37 
Percent 2.7 0 5.4 _ 10.8 _ 21.6 _ 35.1 1 24.3 100 
Question 26: Rating of term "Simple" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 2.44 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 = Strong_characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 5 5 5 14 5 1 1 
_ 
36 
Percent 13.9 13.9 13.9 38.9 13.9 2.8 2.8 100 
Question 27: Rating of term "Conserved" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.08 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Tota! 
Number 
Frequency 1 1 4 5 10 9 7 37 
Percent 2.7 2.7 10.8 13.5 27 24.3 18.9 100 
Question 28: Rating of term "Contrived" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 1.28 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 =Strong characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 9 15 7 4 0 
_ 
1 0 36 
Percent 25 41.7 19.4 
_ 
11.1 0 2.8 0 100 
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Question 29: Rating of term "Developed" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape, 
Overall Group Mean: 2.24 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 = Strona characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 2 8 9 16 1 1 0 37 
Percent 5.4 21.6 24.3 43.2 2.7 2.7 0 100 
Question 30: Rating of term "valued" as a descriptive characteristic of a living 
landscape. 
Overall Group Mean: 5.57 
Rating 
0 =Not characteristic 6 = Stron4 characteristic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 0 0 2 12 23 37 
Percent 0 0 0 0 5.4 32.4 62.2 100 
Responses provided for other descriptors that could be considered as characteristics of 
living landscapes: 
• Indigenous 
• Balanced 
• Didactic, Regenerative (similar to sustainable), Accessible (similar to Didactic) 
• I don't like one-word descriptors because words often have several meanings 
• Seasonal, Temporal 
• Beauty 
• Native Plants, Plant Community Indigenous, Restored Landscape 
• Accessible (psychologically, and physically to an extent), Holistic (not piecemeal; not 
fragmented), perhaps something like Repose, Relaxing, Calming, Civilizing ! 
• Contested 
• Context-driven 
• Inviting, Useful, Spiritual, Life-giving, Life-taking 
• Aesthetic, Beautiful (as an expression of values), Stimulating, Powerful, Sublime 
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DEFINING AND VALUING LIVING LANDSCAPES — PART B —POTENTIAL FOR 
LIVING LANDSCAPES 
Question 1: Do you believe that the integration of natural systems with the cultural 
landscape is practical? 
Yes No Not certain Total Number 
Frequency 38 
~ 
2 0 40 
Percent 95 5 0 100 
Question 2: Do you believe that the integration of natural systems with the cultural 
landscape is necessary? 
Yes No Not certain Totai Number 
Frequency 35 1 4 40 
Percent 87.5 2.5 10 100 
Question 3: There seems to be a lack of input from scientists such as biologists and 
ecologists in the development of living landscape guidelines. 
Overall Group Mean: 3.81 
Rating 
0 =Strongly Disagree 6 = Strongly Aaree 
0 1 
~_ 
2 
~ 
3 
_, 
4 
_ 
5 6 
Tota I 
Number 
Frequency 1 2 4 10 8 8 6 39 
Percent 2.6 5.1 10.3 25.6 
_ 
20.5 20.5 15.4 
_ 
100 
Question 4: There seems to be a lack of scientific understanding among planners, 
designers, and land managers. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.86 
Rating 
0 =Strongly Disagree 6 =Strongly Aaree 
0 1 
~_ 
2 
_ 
3 
:_ 
4 5 6 
Tota I 
Number 
Frequency 1 0 _ 2 2 6 13 
_ 
15 39 
Percent 2.6 -0 5.1 5.1 15.4 33.3 38.5 100 
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Question 5: There seems to be a lack of input from sociologists and other social 
scientists. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.22 
Rating 
0 =Strongly Disagree 6 =Strongly Agree) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 1 3 7 12 8 8 39 
Percent 0 
_ 
2.6 7.7 17.9 30.8 20.5 20.5 100 
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IN-DEPTH LOOK AT "DEFINING &VALUING LIVING LANDSCAPES — PART A —
LIVING LANDSCAPE CHARACTERISTICS" —SORTING BY PROFESSIONAL 
GROUP 
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IN-DEPTH LOOK AT "DEFINING &VALUING LIVING LANDSCAPES — PART A —
LIVING LANDSCAPE CHARACTERISTICS" —SORTING BY OVERALL TOTAL 
MEANS 
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IN-DEPTH LOOK AT "DEFINING &VALUING LIVING LANDSCAPES — PART B —
POTENTIAL FOR LI VING LANDSCAPES —SORTING BY PROFESSIONAL 
GROUP 
Question 1: Do you believe that the integration of natural systems with the cultural 
landscape is practical? 
Yes No Not certain 
~ 
Total Number 
Frequency 17 0 0 17 
Percent 100 0 0 100 
r group: ., 
Yes No Not certain Total Number 
Frequency 
_ 
12 0 1 13 
Percent 92.3 0 7.7 100 
Academician Group: 
Yes No Not certain Total Number 
Frequency 9 _ 0 1 10 , 
Percent 90 0 10 100 
Question 2: Do you believe that the integration of natural systems with the cultural 
landscape is necessary? 
Planner /Designer Group: 
Yes i No Not certain Total Number 
Frequency 15 1 1 _ 17 
Percent 88.2 
_ 
5.9 5.9 100 
Land Manager Group: 
Yes No Not certain Total Number 
Frequency 10 ~ 0 3 13 
Percent 76.9 0 23.1 100 
Academician Group: 
Yes No Not certain Total Number 
Frequency 10 0 0 10 
Percent 100 0 0 100 
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Question 3: There seems to be a lack of input from scientists such as biologists and 
ecologists in the development of living landscape guidelines. 
Overall Group Mean: 3.81 
Rating 
(0 =Strongly Disagree 6 =Strongly Agree) 
Mean = 3.79 Deviation from Overall Mean = -0.02 - --------- - - ---~---- --- 
0 
- --. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 2 0 5 5 3 2 17 
Percent 0 11.8 0 29.4 29.4 17.6 _ 11.8 _ 100 
Land Manager Group: Mean = 4.08 Deviation from Overall Mean = 0.27 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 2 2 3 3 2 12 _ 
Percent 0 0 
_ 
16.7 16.7 25 25 16.7 100 
Academician Group: Mean = 3.50 Deviation from Overall Mean = -0.31 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 1 0 2 3 0 2 _ 2 10 
Percent 10 0 20 30 0 20 20 100 
Question 4: There seems to be a lack of scientific understanding among planners, 
designers, and land managers. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.86 
Rating 
(0 =Strongly Disagree 6 =Strongly Agree) 
Planner /Designer Group: Mean = 5.09 Deviation from Overall Mean = 0.23 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 1 1 2 5 8 17 
Percent 0 0 5.9 5.9 11.8 29.4 47.1 100 
Land Manager Group: Mean = 5.08 Deviation from Overall Mean = 0.22 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 1 0 1 5 5 12 
Percent 0 0 8.3 0 8.3 41.7 41.7 100 
Academician Group: Mean = 4.20 Deviation from Overall Mean = 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 1 Q 
_ 
0 1 3 3 2 10 
Percent 10 0 0 10 30 30 20 
_ 
100 
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Question 5: There seems to be a lack of input from sociologists and other social 
scientists. 
Overall Group Mean: 4.22 
Rating 
(0 =Strongly Disagree 6 =Strongly Agree} 
Planner /Designer Group: Mean - 4.32 Deviation from. Overall Mean - 0.10 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 1 4 5 3 4 17 
Percent 0 0 5.9 23.5 29.4 17.6 23.5 100 
Land Manager Group: Mean - 4.31 Deviation from Overall Mean - 0.09 
0 1 2 3 4 _ 5 _ 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 0 1 1 6 _ 3 2 13 
Percent 0 0 7.7 7.7 46.2 23.1 15.4 100 
Academician Groua: Mean - 3.89 Deviation from Overall Mean - -0.33 
0 1 2 3 4 _ 5 6 
Total 
Number 
Frequency 0 1 1 2 1 2 2 9 
Percent 0 11.1 11.1 22.2 11.1 22.2 22.2 100 
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APPENDIX E: LIVING LANDSCAPES WORKSHOP COMPILED NOTES 
121 
FIRST DISCUSSION —DEFINING &VALUING LIVING LANDSCAPES 
The first section of the workshop included an overview of the results from the "Living 
Landscapes Survey." After this overview, participants were sorted into small groups of 2-3 
professionals each. These groups consisted of the widest variety of individuals from each of 
the planner/designer, Land manager, and academic professional categories. The small groups 
evaluated living landscape characteristic terms. These characteristic terms were evaluated 
compared to each other in order to establish which terms were most important and which 
terms were least important in consideration of a definition of living landscapes. After these 
terms were discussed by the smaller groups, the entire group re-convened to present a 
summary of the small group discussion. The following notes were recorded during these 
discussions. 
Smaller Groups 
Group I Summary: 
• They were basically in agreement on which words should be considered /should not 
be considered important characteristics of living landscapes 
— Valued, Sustainable, and Biologically diverse should be considered 
— Neglected should not be considered 
• Their discussion focused on the word Valued: 
— The landscapes valued by the masses are not necessarily the landscapes that need 
to be valued 
— The living landscape just needs to be valued by the right person 
Group II Summary: 
• Natural is indefinable 
• What scale are the words being framed in? 
• The words have similar definitions 
• Questioned the characteristic value of ambiguity, is it "good or bad?" 
• Suggested words were chosen for strong polarization 
The group believed: 
— Words were put into an ideal vs. pragmatic framework 
— Value judgments were attributed to words. As inherent "rights" or "wrongs" 
— Placed the words in "high, medium, and low" value groups 
Entire Group 
• Accessibility to certain environments is not a necessity. "I am not concerned if people 
have access." 
• All landscapes are Contrived 
• Valued is a derivative of some of the other words listed 
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Low evaluations of individual characteristic terms: 
Accessibility -depends on the landscape; it has a relative value in different situations 
Biologically homogeneous 
Neglected 
Contrived - is inevitable that landscapes will be at least partially Contrived 
High evaluations of individual characteristic terms: 
Valued -but values differ among different people 
Sustainable 
Biodiversity 
Functional -universally highly valued; landscapes that serve a purpose 
Cultural relevance -changes from neighborhood to neighborhood 
Other characteristic terms discussed: 
• Didactic -debated on if it is important to use landscapes as a teaching tool 
• Ethnically homogonous -too hot to handle; characteristic terminology mostly to be 
avoided 
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SECOND DISCUSSION —GROUP DISCUSSION OF LIVING LANDSCAPES 
During the second discussion, workshop participants were asked to deliberate over 
possible opportunities and limitations presented by various land use situations in fostering 
living landscapes. The participants met again within the same small groups as the first 
discussion. These small groups were assigned 3-4 land use situations from a given list. After 
a brief discussion of opportunities and limitations for living landscapes within these land use 
situations, the entire group re-convened for an overview of the small group discussions. The 
entire group also discussed opportunities and limitations provided by land use situations that 
were not discussed by the small groups. However, there were some land use situations listed 
on the workshop handouts that were not discussed (list is presented within Appendix B —
Handout Materials — "Group Discussion of Living Landscapes," p. 80). "Urban 
communities " "Rural communities " "Recreation " "Natural interfaces "and "Cultural 
interfaces" were land use situations that were not discussed by the workshop participants. 
However, the following notes were recorded during discussions of "Industry," "Commerce," 
"Utilities," "Agriculture," "Institutions," "Suburban communities," "Transportation," and 
"Parks &greenbelts" land use situations. 
Industry/Commerce: (small group) 
• Lawn maintenance -right now there are large areas being converted to lawn 
— Bright green grass is used to dress up industry 
— Possibilities exist to introduce native species 
— How: 
1. Convince the industry that it won't be ugly 
a. Compromise is a necessary element 
— Allow areas around the front to be maintained lawn. 
Edges are important and so are front yards. One can still 
have a pathway of natives. 
— Prairie might look like it is neglected, so maybe the 
answer is to use shortgrass prairie. 
b. Picking battles is another key 
— e.g., Under-writers —getting rid of invasive species in an 
area adjacent to a natural area. Some seed for native 
species was donated, but control of invasive species was 
the main concern. 
2. Convince the industry that it will save money 
— It may cost more in the beginning, but cheaper over long-
term 
— Cost of fertilizers for traditional landscapes can be very 
high 
— Cost of mowing for large expanses of lawn can be 
expensive 
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Industry/Commerce: (entire group) 
~ Quick to respond to financial benefits of living landscape installations 
• Designs need to be presented in language that business professionals can understand 
• Perhaps easiest land use situation to accomplish living landscape installations 
• Corporations have set realistic budgets and deadlines for projects 
• Landscape professionals need to avoid overstating the benefits that living landscape 
installations can provide to Industry/Commerce 
• Landscape professionals also need to acknowledge the need for parts of the 
IndustriaUCommercial landscape to be manicured 
Utilities: (entire group, specifically focused on utility corridors) 
• Provides a disturbance regime -can be managed to achieve and maintain biological 
diversity 
• Disturbance allows for the development of various successional stages of habitats and 
ecological systems 
• Possible habitat opportunities for endangered species 
Agriculture: (small group) 
• Problem: People are moving into new suburbs and have no connection to local 
community — there is a conflict in values. For example, Kane County, Illinois is 
facing problems with urbanization. 
• Perhaps solution is in design of the developments 
— "Frorn where I'm from (South Dakota) it is: 
■ Not channelized 
■ Areas that couldn't be farmed were left as natural and recreational areas 
■ Currently these areas remain, but as the population increases this will change" 
Agriculture: (entire group) 
• Broad topic —there are many facets to consider 
• Monocultures —distinct lack of biological diversity 
• Farmers can and do appreciate native species 
• Native patches are often fragmented and/or linear —though not all bad, because 
they're still there 
• Possible recreational opportunities —often through promotion of hunting and fishing 
• Possible income opportunities from hunting and fishing also 
• Landscape professionals need to establish a balance between financial and ecological 
concerns 
• Values: 
— Farmers most often capitalize on hunting and fishing opportunities 
— Farmers value landscape architecture for views, economics, preservation, 
hunting, and fishing opportunities 
— They are a good audience for living landscape opportunities, but it is hard to 
push values of those from outside the community 
— Agriculture is economically driven 
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Institutions: (entire group) 
• Universities are sometimes the slowest to respond to ecological issues 
• Universities most often do projects based on social and intellectual appeal 
• Some areas will have to be maintained for aesthetics 
— e.g. one school created sociaUnatural landscapes that were eventually removed 
because people thought it looked weedy 
• Projects can become show places 
• Engage living landscape research and intellectual pursuits 
• A large amount of people interact with a fairly small area 
— This means there will be a lot of traffic through the area to increase awareness 
and interest levels, but also means an increased exposure to disturbance 
• Normally schools have better funding —costs not as important 
• Many of the institutions (hospitals for example) are not run by the local community, 
which can make selling and/or building living landscape installations easier 
Suburban Communities: (small group) 
• Extensive and intensive management practices 
— Lawn mowing 
• Landscape professionals have an opportunity to re-define aesthetic beauty 
— Aless-intensively maintained landscape 
— Living landscape forms and functions as beautiful can be challenging 
• Landowners hold sense of responsibility to adjacent land 
~ Keeping up with the neighbors 
— Can be positive and negative 
~ More negative than positive examples 
— Greener lawns (more chemicals and intensive management) 
— Invasive species, including aesthetic garden introductions 
• Positive examples include Riverside and Niles, Illinois (see Appendix F: Living 
Landscapes Follow-up Survey Results) 
Suburban Communities: (entire group) 
• Domination of the land —especially with chemicals 
• Cultural Homogeneity —lack of interest and diversity 
• Recant acceptance of the functional as beautiful 
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Transportation: (small group) 
• Landscape domination is similar to Suburban Communities, but at a larger scale 
• Extremely human-dominated landscapes 
• Function is the goal behind planning, design, management, and maintenance 
decisions along transportation corridors 
— More acceptance that function can include beauty 
— Ditches need to be barrier free if a vehicle leaves the road 
— Tall vegetation reduces visibility of entering wildlife (e.g. deer or pheasants) 
• A great deal has already been done to include natural processes within the cultural 
environment 
• Matter of money —best value for function is the goal for most projects 
• There is currently a climate of reduced funding for maintenance of transportation 
corridors 
Transportation: (entire group) 
• Value of functionality —corridors must remain viable for transportation services 
• Value of sustainability —landscapes that are able to maintain their ecological integrity 
over time 
• Value of maintenance —less maintenance equals less costs 
• Greater acceptance of non-manicured landscape 
• Vegetative cover in ditches provides opportunities for native species to re- populate 
— Iowa DOT not mowing ditches 
Parks &Greenbelts: (small group) 
• Can be made from marginalized land 
• Stormwater management opportunities 
• Educated designers are the most valuable resource 
Parks &Greenbelts: (entire group) 
• Unlimited opportunities for living landscape installations 
• There is often a lack of programmed use, except sports fields 
• What land becomes a park is purely land-use driven 
• Land with no current use is what becomes a park 
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THIRD DISCUSSION —LIVING LANDSCAPE GOALS &GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
During the third workshop discussion, participants were asked to brainstorm creative 
guidelines for living landscape implementation. These guidelines were discussed by the 
entire group as possibilities for improving the conservation and creation of living landscape 
projects. The following notes were recorded during this discussion. 
• Designer's Responsibilities: 
— Integrate people into the landscape and Involve stakeholders 
— Educate the public 
— Acknowledge conflicting values 
— Encourage local activism 
— Beware of single minded agenda 
— Acknowledge the requirements for the land (Parking lot vs. farm field) 
• Best Management Practices (BMP's) 
— Designers and managers need to be educated 
— Planning, design, management, and maintenance decisions need to provide a defined 
benefit to the landscape system 
— Planning, design, management, and maintenance decisions need to be site specific 
— Planning, design, management, and maintenance decisions are subjective 
• Eco-Tourism 
— Promotes awareness and interest within the community 
— Provides financial support for living landscape installations 
• Education component: 
— There are some things that just can't be changed 
— Educational opportunities should be passive and non-threatening 
— Living landscape projects could still be seen as only done by outsiders 
— Church groups and other organizations are good at spreading the word about living 
landscapes as an improvement over current land use practices 
• Politics and presentation: 
— All politics are local 
— Honesty is important for strong community interaction 
— There is an obligation to point out realistic successes and failures when promoting 
living landscapes 
— Landscape is dynamic -meaning not static 
■ Populations fluctuate around a "normal" level 
— Must give living landscapes value and quality to the community 
— Present pros and cons 
■ The complete story gives more credibility 
■ Depends on audience; sometimes one should be more concise 
■ Have a variety of packets for varying audience 
— Know your audience 
— Grassroots activism sometimes has a limited effectiveness 
— Need to get to decision-makers 
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— Have a marketing plan for public and decision-makers 
— Be prepared for public skepticism 
— Quantify economic benefits 
— Power of example —previous successes and failures provide beneficial insight for 
improving living landscape effectiveness 
• Make living landscapes accessible to the community 
— Makes it easier to educate 
— Must value areas differently and use differently 
- Not all areas should be accessible for public 
— Best way to keep public out is to allow accessibility to other areas 
- Design where they go 
— Consider the location and function of site in relation to other community uses 
• Interdisciplinary task 
— Too often one discipline dominants aproject —need to try to promote the skills of 
everyone involved 
— Can be a very positive experience 
• Avoid lack of involvement 
— Solution: grassroots activism 
■ This will not always work — it often depends on who is in charge 
— Desire to change needs to be a local movement 
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APPENDIX F: LIVING LANDSCAPES FOLLOW-UP SURVEY RESULTS 
130 
GREAT MIDV'VEST AMERICAN CITIES 
Question 1: Please list the names and locations of three Great Midwest American Cities. 
Also record what makes them great in your opinion. (These results include results 
gathered from the "Living Landscapes Workshop" as well as the "Living Landscapes Follow-
up Survey.") 
Great Midwest American Cities What makes them great 
St. Louis, MO 
Topography isolates suburbs -makes them 
appear to be individual communities rather 
than homogenous mass 
Madison W I ' 
University environment, progressive citizens 
and local governance, natural environment -
lakes, sense of place/community, great farmers 
market 
Oak Park, IL 
Racial and ethnic diversity, great schools 
teaching diversity, community activism, 
outstanding farmers market, trees, public 
transit 
Lincoln, NE 
Strong and community spirited business sector, 
viable and pedestrian-oriented downtown 
district, state university, young-minded thinking 
Chicago, IL &area Natural features and culture 
Madison, WI Natural features and culture 
Galena, IL Natural features and culture 
Arnes, IA Good distribution of green space, planned growth, diverse features 
. Minneapolis - St. Paul, MN ~ Abundance of parks, trails, and cultural o ortunities such as theatre, universities, etc. PP 
Madison, W I Abundance of parks, trails, and cultural opportunities such as theatre, universities, etc. 
Kansas it M C y, O Abundance of parks, trails, and cultural o ortunities such as theatre, universities, etc. PP 
Ann Arbor, M I 
University, culturally diverse and active, access 
to natural areas via foot and car, "affordable" 
housing with lots of employment (relative to 
other cities, but still expensive) 
Madison, W I 
University, culturally diverse and active, access 
to natural areas via foot and car, "affordable" 
housin with lots of em Io ment relative to 9 P Y ~ 
other cities, but still expensive) 
Minnea olis - St. Paul, MN p 
University, culturally diverse and active, access 
to natural areas via foot and car, "affordable" 
housing with lots of employment (relative to 
other cities, but still expensive) 
. Minneapolis - St. Paul, MN 
_ 
Diversity of buildings and landscapes, coupled 
with concern for ro ressive values P 9 
Madison, W I 
One of the more beautiful mid-size cities in the 
nation, with great cultural and natural 
landscape features 
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Duluth MN An often unknown gem that fully captures the idea of a city by an inland sea 
Madison, W I 
Lots of great neighborhoods, restaurants, 
university surrounding matrix of lakes and other 
habitat in and around city 
Iowa Cit IA y' 
University, diverse viewpoints -university town, 
lots of parks, old but maintained neighborhoods 
St. Paul, MN 
_ 
Old historic neighborhoods with restaurants, 
lakes and other habitat in town, lots of stuff to 
do 
Chicago, I L -
Cincinnati, OH -
Twin Cities, MN - 
Fox Valley Villages (DuPage County) -Portion 
of Aurora, I L 
Geneva, I L - 
Chicago, IL 
_ 
Forest preserves, natural areas, etc. 
Madison, W I 
_ 
-
Rochester, MN ~ -
Ch icago, I L -
Dayton, OH ,Streams and parks 
Cincinnati, OH - 
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GREAT MIDWEST RI:TRAL CO1~/IMUNITIES 
Question 2: Please list the names and locations of three Great Midwest Rural 
Communities. Also record what makes them great in your opinion. (These results 
include results gathered from the "Living Landscapes Workshop" as well as the "Living 
Landscapes Follow-up Survey.") 
Great Midwest Rural Communities What makes them great 
Pella, IA Strong central core with outdoor theme —Tulips , 
Iowa City, IA Greenspace along river 
West Branch, IA National Park in middle of town 
Galena, IL 
Historic buildings restored and used, valley 
setting, scenic area, recreational and cultural 
attractions, restaurants, hotels 
Decorah, IA 
Community spirit and pride, sense of place, 
historic buildings, vibrant main street 
businesses, scenic area, friendly citizens 
Princeton, IL 
Vibrant main street businesses, established 
neighborhoods -some with brick streets -are 
within short walk of downtown, sense of 
community pride, working class and middle 
class community - no trendy tourist attractions 
Dekalb, IL Natural features and culture 
New Buffalo, M I Natural features and culture 
Champaign, IL Natural features and culture 
Cedar Falls IA Landscape offers 
good cultural opportunities 
through university 
Decorah IA Landscape offers good 
cultural opportunities 
through university 
Washington Island, W I -
Princeton IL also Galesbur IL ( g' ) 
Historic architecture and mainstreet, access to 
natural areas and outdoor sports, many 
churches and schools, strong sense of 
community 
SW MI (e.g. New Buffalo/Union Pier area) 
Great diversity of aquatic and terrestrial 
environments, good access to cities but rural in 
scale/feel -not economically diverse though 
Dubu ue lA area q ~ 
like the scale of this small city (not really rural) 
- a lot of neat country drives around that area, 
small farms and ranches, etc., good 
museums and cultural attractions 
Amana Colonies IA The only place in the U.S. where we 
can still 
see a transplanted rural European landscape 
Sleeping Bear Dunes National Park -Traverse 
City, MI 
Awell-preserved gem that captures the 
essence of Michigan's lower peninsula 
Driftless Region of southwest W I 
The combination of unique physical geography 
and interesting cultural resources and 
landscapes 
Riverside, IL -
Lake Forest, I L - 
Evanston/Hinsdale, IL _ - 
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Campton Township -Kane County, IL -
New Ulrn, MN -
Winona, MN - 
Village of Riverside, IL Check out for survivability of Olmsted design 
Greendale, WI 
_ 
Check out for survivability of Clarence Stein 
desi n, new forum of the ast g P 
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GREAT MIDWEST SITE SCALE PROJECTS 
Question 3: Please list the names and locations of three site scale planning, design, or 
management projects in the Midwest. Also record what makes them great in your 
opinion. (These results include results gathered from the "Living Landscapes Workshop" as 
well as the "Living Landscapes Follow-up Survey.") 
Midwest Project What makes them great 
Missouri Botanical Garden -Japanese Garden 
- St. Louis, MO 
Great sense of place, excellent design, 
boardwalks effectively integrate 
land/water/wetland areas, public accessibility, 
aesthetic 
Iowa State University -Central Campus - 
Ames, IA 
Great enclosed space, enclosure created with 
trees and classically designed buildings, 
expansive lawn areas invite use 
Riverside IL town Ian ' p 
Attention to detail is excellent, gracefully 
curving streets create/frame views, extensive 
tree planting complemented by lawn areas, 
extensive public parkways 
Tuthill Corporation -Burr Ridge, IL Natural site design and landscape 
Humphrey Woods -Village of Orland Park, 1L Natural area in highly urbanized area 
Madison Club Subdivision -Burr Ridge, IL Natural site design and landscape 
Jon Judson Diversity Farms -Dedham, IA ,Simplicity, diverse, functional 
Heights of Chaska -Chaska, MN Integrate cultural/social opportunities in a setting where natural areas are preserved 
Jackson Meadows -Marine-on-St. Croix, MN Integrate cultural/social opportunities in a settin where natural areas are preserved 9 
Prairie Crossing -Grayslake, IL 
Integration of natural areas using stormwater 
BMP's, native landscaping and vernacular 
architecture 
Coffee Creek -Chesterton, IN 
Wetlands preserved/made accessible, 
permeable paving, clustered development, 
easy access to interstate 
Tryon Farm -Michigan City, IN 
Simple structure among natural landscapes 
and managed ecosystems, close to Indiana 
Dunes and Lakeshore, etc. 
Minneapolis Park System 
A system that reflects the legacy of landscape 
architect Horace W.S. Cleveland more than 
one hundred years later 
State Street Mall - Madison, W I 
One of only a few pedestrian malls in the U.S. 
that still reflects the original intentions of such 
places 
Menominee Count Landsca a Mana ement — y p g 
W I
This county, entirely an Indian reservation, 
manages its forests and natural resources 
usin methods based on traditional .practices 9 
Statewide rural CRP WRP etc. / ISU buffer ' strip research -Ames IA 
Makes more functional and environmental 
sense, at a low cost, than farming up to 
stream's edge or farming highly erodable land 
S unk Bottoms -Illinois River unsure exact p y t location) 
Turned a farmed levee district along the Illinois 
River into a hi h ualit habitat for waterfowl g q y 
and other critters by turning off the pumps 
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Every city -any greenspace 
Any greenspace in any city provides a 
functional use of land for wildlife habitat, 
aesthetic values, etc. 
Various urban gardens -Chicago - Mong 
Vegetable gardens, Logan Boulevard 
_ 
Downtown Naperville, IL - 
TMA [The Morton Arboretum] -Lisle, IL -
The Grove (Glenview Park District}, IL -
Prairie Crossing, iL Successful due to principles and exposure -but not diverse culturally 
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ORGAl~TIZATION SITE SCALE PROJECTS 
Question 4: Please list the names and locations of three site scale projects in the 
Midwest that are/were planned, designed, andlor managed by your organization. Also 
record what makes them great in your opinion. (These results include results gathered 
from the "Living Landscapes Workshop" as well as the "Living Landscapes Follow-up 
Survey. ") 
Organization Project What makes them great 
Peck Farm -Geneva Parks District -Geneva, 
IL 
Restored natural areas in urban settin g 
Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore Preserved and restored natural areas 
Private Residence -Buchanan, M I 365 acres of restored ecosystems 
. . Prairie Waterway -Farmington, MN Integrates recreational and natural amenities into develo ment P 
Rainwater Gardens -University of Minnesota 
Landscape Arboretum 
Provides functional and biologically diverse 
~ landscaping to alternatively handle stormwater 
Cedar Creek Greenway Corridor -Anoka 
County, MN 
Landscape-scale natural resource planning 
that involved local communities, citizens, state 
agencies to protect natural corridor (6,000+ 
acres) at community level 
University of W isconsin -Madison campus 
Recent efforts, supported by the J. Getty 
Foundation, are seeking to protect the 
outstanding cultural landscape features of the 
campus: effigy mounds, John Muir's legacy, 
and the roles of various landscape architects 
Habitat Rehabilitation and Enhancement 
Projects -Princeton, IA, Thomson, IL, Quincy, 
IL, and many more 
Provide for more diverse, valued, and 
functional habitat for backwaters of the 
,Mississippi 
Forest Mana ement Pro ram - U er ~ g g pp Mississippi River 
Working to sustain forests on upper 
Mississippi, including biological diversity and 
habitat 
Partnership with Living Lands and Waters 
_ 
Cooperative environmental projects with Chad 
Poegracke's Living Land and Waters and local 
environ groups, colleges, and general public -
plantings and removal of exotic species 
(honeysuckle) 
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